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if nothing more. Cowardice, however, is
another matter. That trait was exempli-
fied by the Eastern College Athletic Con-
ference, the largest allied athletic con-
ference in the NCAA, when it rubber-
stamped the NCAA action by also plac-
ing Yale on probation.

The ECAC had no excuse, Mr. Speaker.
It knew that the NCAA decision had been
vigorously protested in this body, in the
press, and by thousands of concerned
Americans both in and out of sports. It
knew that Yale students were being
used as pawns in a power struggle. It
knew that the NCAZA was ignoring its
responsibility to represent the best inter-
ests of individual college athletes and
their schools. It heard an outstanding
presentation by Yale officials of the rea-
son why Yale defied the NCAA ban on
Maccabiah basketball. Still, Mr. Speaker,
the ECAC chose to ignore the NCAA’s
abrogation of responsibility to its stu-
dents and voted to follow blindly with a
punitive measure of its own.

In previous statements, I blamed NCAA
actions on an “arrogant hierarchy.”
Now, however, I am not so sure. It may
well be that the arrogance and blindness
shown time and again by NCAA leaders
have now infected the entire structure
of intercollegiate athletics. I pray that
this is not the case, for if it is the pri-
mary purpose of amateur athletics will
eventually be subverted.

Whatever the reason, the ECAC action
was a senseless and tragic example of the
misuse of power. Furthermore, it showed
once again the great need for a thorough
investigation of the structure of intercol-
legiate athletics in this country. The res-
olution introduced by our colleague, the
gentleman from Illinpis (Mr. MICHEL),
and me, along with 24 cosponsors, would
create a select committee to conduct
such an investigation. I urge again its
prompt enactment.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to insert in the
REecorp at this point an excellent column
by sportswriter Tim Horgan which ap-
peared in a recent issue of the Boston
Herald-Traveler. I urge our colleagues to
note the statement in this column which
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says “Any college’s first obligation is to
its students, not to whatever organiza-
tions it might belong.” This is the crux of
the matter, Mr. Speaker. This is why
Yale is right and should not have been
punished.

The text of Mr. Horgan's outstanding
column is as follows:

Pawns 1N NCAA Feup: ECAC FAiLs BTUDENTS
BY ITs ACTION
(By Tim Horgan)

The ECAC was gquite right yesterday in
placing Yale on probation for 156 months. But
otherwise, it was incredibly wrong.

The ECAC's action was justified because it
is a card-carrying member of the NCAA. And
Yale had violated an NCAA rule prohibiting
American college students from playing bas-
ketball in the Maccabliah Games last summer,

The ECAC was otherwise wrong, however,
because the rule was a bad one, if not down-
right immoral, And the 190 member colleges
of the ECAC have no right to force their stu-
dents to submit to a bad rule, particularly
one perpetrated by an off-campus agency.

Any college’s first obligation is to its stu-
dents, not to whatever organizations it might
belong.

By kowtowing to the NCAA, the ECAC not
only has compromised itself as an organiza-
tion, but each of its member colleges has
falled all of its students.

The NCAA rule is a bad one because it was
passed for a notorious reason. Walter Byers,
the NCAA's executive director, stated as
much in a letter to Dr. Gaylord P. Harnwell
of Penn, last summer.

Byers explained that the NCAA Council had
barred all U.S. college students from playing
basketball in international competition be-
cause the NCAA thus hoped to force the AAU
to give up control of amateur basketball in
the U.S.

Why does the NCAA want to control
amateur basketball in the U.S.7 I don't even
know that it has the right to tell non-col-
legians when and where they’ll play the game.

But that's the least of the questions raised
by this affair.

The critical issue is why the ECAC colleges
felt obliged to obey the NCAA at the expense
of their own students?

There was nothing wrong with the Macca-
biah Games. The NCAA allowed athletes In
every other sport to take part in them,
although that doesn't prove much either.

Langer certainly suffered no physical,
moral, mental or other harm by playing in
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Israel. On the contrary. He got a worthwhile
educational experience.

The NCAA simply intended to use the col-
lege students as pawns in its preposterous
fight with the AAU. And for any college to
condone this is, to my mind, insufferable.

Yet, Yale is the only college that stood up
to the NCAA. Yale made its reason abun-
dantly clear, too, not only through athletic
director Delaney Kiphuth's 11-minute speech
to the ECAC yesterday.

Yale Pres. Kingman Brewster, Jr.,, also
wrote to the academic heads of every ECAC
college not long ago, and told them:

“We think the NCAA has badly misused
its powers in this controversy, and that the
ECAC should condemn the NCAA rather than
Yale.”

Of course the ECAC should have. But in-
stead it followed the NCAA as blindly as a
flock of freshmen.

The worst part of it is that the ECAC
doesn't deny that the NCAA rule is wrong.
The 154 colleges which voted yesterday to
punish Yale did so merely because Yale had
stepped out of line. And the boys believed
that, as administrators, they had to uphold
law and order at any price. I can understand
a little better now why our campuses are in
AN UProar.

I think it's frightening that Yale was the
only ECAC college with the courage and in-
telligence to understand what's at stake here
and to try to do something about it.

What's at stake is the right and duty of a
college to protect its own students from
being exploited. I don’t know how any col-
lege can go about dolng that now.

MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN—
HOW LONG?

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 5, 1970

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, a child
asks: “Where is daddy?” A mother asks:
“How is my son?” A wife asks: “Is my
husband alive or dead?"”

Communist North Vietnam is sadisti-
cally practicing spiritual and mental
genocide on over 1,400 American prison-
ers of war and their families.

How long?

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, March 9, 1970

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

So we do not lose heart. Though our
outer nature is wasting away, our inner
nature is being renewed every day.—I1
Corinthians 4: 16.

Eternal God, whose paths are mercy
and truth and who dost endeavor to lead
Thy children to the heights of right-
eousness and peace, we come to Thee
seeking light upon our way, strength for
our tasks, wisdom to see clearly, and the
courage to do what ought to be done for
the well-being of our eountry.

Help us to live this day with joy and
peace, without stumbling and without
stain, because Thou art with us and we
are with Thee. May the labor of these
hours be in accordance with Thy holy
will and for the good of all our people.

Come, O Lord, like morning sunlight,
Making all life new and free;
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For the daily task and challenge
May we rise renewed in Thee.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, March 5, 1970, was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a concurrent resolution of
the House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 527. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to the enrollment of the bill HR.
13300.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill and a concur-

rent resolution of the following titles in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S. 3339. An act to authorize the Public
Printer to fix the subscription price of the
daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; and

8. Con. Res. 55. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional coples
of Senate Report 91-617, entitled “Organized
Crime Control Act of 1969".

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
82-414, appointed Mr. ErviN, Mr. Fong,
and Mr, THEURMOND as members of the
Joint Committee on Immigration and
Nationality Policy.

PALISADE, COLO.—FRESH AIR
UNLIMITED

(Mr. ASPINALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter,)
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Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I take
great pride in paying recognition to the
town of Palisade, Colo., which also hap-
pens to be my home. In a day when the
major emphasis is being placed upon
clean water and clean air, I find it a
most refreshing moment to be advised
by the Colorado Department of Public
Health, that Palisade has gone on record
as having the lowest level of pollution
in the air of the 46 cities and towns eval-
uated. I agree with Cal Queal’s state-
ment.:

Denverites really serious about going out
for a breath of fresh air would do well to
drive to Palisade.

I will take the liberty to extend that
invitation to my fellow Members of
Congress.

An article from the Palisade Tribune
of February 20, 1970, follows:

In last Sunday’s Denver Post, in a section
on environment of the West, Cal Queal sub-
stantiated what most of us have known for
years, that Palisade is a pretty special place
in which to live.

Some residents who have been smarting
under the anti-pollution laws, especially the
no-burning phase, can take comfort, and
pride, in knowing that Palisade has less pol-
lution in the air than any of the 46 cities
and towns measured by the Colorado Health
Department.

Under the Colorado Air Pollution Control
Act of 1963, state amblent air control efforts
start when the air filters of the high-volume
air samplers, turn up particles at a rate of
more than 90 micrograms per cubic meter
of alr. Palisade had 22—lowest in the State.

Downtown Grand Junction had 94. Pueblo
was high with 198. Denver at 14th and Tre-
mont had 158, Arvada and Fort Collins had
155, Loveland 154, Rifle 150, Colorado Springs
125, Greeley 118, Boulder 104, Sterling 100
and Aurora 97.

Fruita, La Porte, Glenwood Spgs., La Junta
and Canon City had under 90.

As Cal Queal put it, “Denverites really
serious about going out for a breath of fresh
air would do well to drive to Palisade . . ."”

TEXAS RUBY RED GRAPEFRUIT

(Mr. pE LA GARZA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, the
people of south Texas, the area I am
privileged to represent, have a habit of
sharing the good things of our region
with less fortunate residents of other
areas. We do this not to provoke envy on
their part but simply to make them
aware that there can be—and is—a para-
dise on earth.

In line with this custom it is my pleas-
ure to have delivered today to each Mem-
ber of the House and Senate a six-pack
box of Texas Ruby Reds—the finest
grapefruit produced anywhere in the
world. This taste treat for Members is
made possible through the courtesy of the
Texas Valley Citrus Committee.

I appreciate the cooperation of the
Superintendents’ offices and the House
pages in delivering the Texas Ruby Red
grapefruit to Members.

STATEMENT BY YABLONSKI
BROTHERS

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ex-
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tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I was privileged to attend a
news conference on Friday, March 6, at
which Kenneth J. and Joseph A.
“Chip” Yablonski, Jr., issued a state-
ment and answered questions on recent
developments in the United Mine Work-
ers of America, including the election in-
vestigation report of the Department of
Labor.

The full text of the statement by the
Yablonski brothers follows:

STATEMENT OF KENNETH J, AND
JoseEPH A. YABLONSKI

Yesterday, the Federal Government took a
giant step toward eliminating the corruption
and tyranny within the United Mine Workers
of America. By filing a suit to upset the elec-
tion and by the statement he issued yester-
day, the Secretary of Labor has indicated that
what we have been saying about this union
and its election for the past ten months is
true. Our Dad believed that the election was
stolen from him and he said that millions—
literally, millions—of dollars were being mis-
appropriated from the union’s treasury to
bankroll Boyle’s reelection. Some people dis-
missed his claims as “wild speculation” and
the Federal Government which repeatedly re-
fused to even investigate his many serious
allegations refused to intervene to prevent
the needless squandering of mineworkers’
dues and the theft of the election.

Although the Labor Department reports it
devoted 40,000 man hours to this investiga-
tion, little is contained in the papers filed
with the Court that we did not spoon feed
to the Department—most of it well in ad-
vance of the election. But there is one area
of new information in this material which
deserves comment. Our Dad’s political power
base was Western Pennsylvania (Districts 2,
4 and 5), Ohio (District 6) and Northern
West Virginia (District 31). Papers submitted
in connection with the Secretary of Labor's
suit show an enormous influx of UMW In-
ternational funds into these areas during
the election year:

District 2
Distriet
District 5
District
District 60, 000

570, 000

District
District
District
District
District

315, 000
50, 000
180, 000
30, 000
81, 000

656, 000

District
District
District
District
District

480, 000
120, 000
360, 000
115, 000
252, 000

Now, it is apparent that the UMW cannot
justify these Increases in "loans" to these
areas; no supporting receipts or vouchers
are available, we are told. The Secretary is
going to compel the UMWA to institute a
proper accounting system. This, of course,
comes too late to recover the money con-
tributed by hard-working miners and ille-
gally spent by the UMWA officers. At any
rate, we sincerely hope that the federal gov-
ernment will not conclude that its job is
ended here.
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In other areas of federal law, where rec-
ords or supporting documents are required
to be kept by law, and they are not produced,
this fallure or refusal is regarded as prima
Jacie proof of fraud or misuse. Once the
UMWA LM Reports for the calendar year
1969 are filed—they should be filed at the
end of this month—we are certain that fur-
ther proof of embezzlement and misappro-
priation of funds will be disclosed. It is
absolutely essential that the officials respon-
sible for this theft be prosecuted promptly
and vigorously.

We commend the Secretary for the broadly
worded, wide-ranging complaint, but we can
never overlook or forgive his inexcusable in-
action during the course of the campaign.
We still firmly believe that had a federal
presence been felt during the campalgn, we
would be here today only as interested on-
lookers while our Dad discussed plans for
the new election.

It is a great disappointment to us that
the Secretary falled to include specifically
certaln violations of law and the UMWA
Constitution in his complaint which greatly
altered the outcome of this election, First,
there is no discussion of the “bogey” locals—
there are more than 600 illegal locals out of
nearly 1,300 locals in the UMWA. Through
these weak, easlly manipulated locals the in-
cumbents perpetuate their control and make
it virtually impossible for the working miners
of this country to control their own union.
These locals must be disbanded. Secondly,
the complaint does not specifically mention
the fact that Boyle engineered a 30% pension
increase the day after he installed himself
as Trustee of the UMWA Pension Fund, in
order to buy the votes of pensioned voters.
Lastly, the complaint fails to mention the
obvious impact on the election of the un-
fon’s illegal trusteeship system whereby 19
of the 23 U.S. districts of the union are con-
trolled directly by the International.

No one should have any “rosy illusions™
that the filing of this complaint heralds a
new era for the UMWA and its membership.
Much has not been specifically mentioned
in the complaint and we can now only
speculate as to the real scope of this action.
A blueprint for re-invigorating the UMWA
must include the following:

1. A tough, no-nonsense attitude toward
a prompt resolution of the election suit;

2. A vigorous prosecution of the auton-
omy suit, which has been pending trial in
federal court for over 5 years;

3. Elimination of all bogey locals and
transfer of the members of these locals into
bona fide working locals;

4, Prompt action to convict those who
have stolen money from the miners of this
nation;

5. Establishing a federal watchdog over all
union and penslion fund expenditures, par-
ticularly those two pension funds controlled
by the UMWA International Officers;

6. A full and complete audit of the Na-
tional Bank of Washington—if for no other
reason than to clear its reputation in the
financial community.

One final remark: up to now the Ameri-
can Labor Movement has been harsh in its
judgment of our Dad and those who sup-
ported him. We think their position is and
always has been unjustified. We are not
union busters. Our credentials as advocates
of organized labor are unimpeachable. We
support its goals and objectives. What the
Labor Movement has falled to see—and what
ought to be clear to them now—Is that the
UMWA is not a union. It is not an organiza-
tion of men banded together for their com-
mon good and protection. It is a financial in-
stitution dedicated to enhancing the per-
sonal welfare of Tony Boyle, Ed Carey, John
Owens, George Titler, Harrlson Combs and
their families and friends, The plundering
of the union's treasury must be judicially
checked. The hard earned contributions of
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America’s coal miners will be frittered away
unless positive judiclal action is forthcom-
ing and Boyle and his bunch are ousted
from the positions of trust which they hold
and abuse.

Finally, a word of caution to the miners
who have been elated by this news. It is too
soon for anyone to announce his candidacy.
Boyle has vowed to fight the Labor Depart-
ment suit. A new election may be a year off.
Let us all strive to right the injustices within
the Union; let’s put the thieves and thugs
in jail; let's restore the Union to its posi-
tion of preeminence Iin the Labor Move-
ment. Then, let there be a convention of
coal miners to select their candidates
deraocratically.

And a word of caution to America. The coal
fields are rife with rumors of a nationwide
strike following Labor Day unless UMW mem-
bers are allowed to elect their own District
officers by then. The coal miners have waited
over 10 years since the passage of the LMRDA
for that simple, basic right—to choose who
will represent them and who will handle their
money and who will protect their rights. This
is too long to have waited. They may not keep
on walting. America’s lights may go out this
Fall unless these men are given this funda-
mental right to be represented by men of
their choosing.

Thank you.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR CONCLU-
SIONS ON UNITED MINE WORK-
ERS’ ELECTION

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the statement by Secretary of
Labor George P. Shultz, released March
5, 1970, confirms the truth of what Jo-
seph A. Yablonski said during his cam-
paign. The complete text of Secretary
Shultz' statement, along with the sup-
porting documents and affidavits are of
such importance that they should be read
carefully by all those interested in a
factual summary of developments and
procedures within the United Mine
Workers of America:

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY OF LABOR
GEORGE P. SHULTZ

The Department of Labor has completed
its investigation of the December 9, 1969,
election of officers in the United Mine Work-
ers of America and today, on behalf of the
Secretary of Labor, the Justice Department
filed an action under Titles IT and IV of the
Landrum-Griffin Act to set aside that elec-
tion and to enjoin the union from inadequate
recordkeeping.

The allegations are as follows:

1. The Union failed to provide adequate
safeguards to insure a fair election, including
permitting campaigning at the polls,

2. The Union denied candidates the right
to have observers at polling places and at the
count of ballots.

3. The Union failed to conduct its election
in accordance with its constitution, includ-
ing the failure of many local unions to elect
tellers and to hold a membership meeting to
set the time and place of the election.

4, The Union failed to elect its interna-
tional officers by secret ballot among the
members in good standing in that many
members were required or permitted to cast
their ballots in such a manner that the
member voting could be identified with the
cholce expressed.

5. Members were denled the right to vote
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for or otherwise support the candidate or
candidates of their cholce without being
subject to penalty, discipline, or improper
interference or reprisal.

6. Members were denied the right to vote,
in that elections were not conducted in
some locals.

7. The Union used money received by it
as dues, assessments, or similar levies, to
promote the candidacy of its incumbent in-
ternational officers, including but not lim-
ited to use of the union's official publica-
tion, district offices, property, and other
Tacilities.

8. The union has failed and is still fail-
ing to maintain records and to require its
subordinate Districts to maintain records on
matters required to be reported under the
Landrum-Grifin Act which provide in suf-
ficient detail the necessary basic informa-
tion and data from which documents filed
with the Department may be verified, ex-
plained or clarified and checked for ac-
curacy and completeness.

These allegations come from the com-
plaint which is avallable to you today.

The Government has also asked the Court
for a preliminary injunction to keep the
United Mine Workers and its officers from
spending union funds without reporting to
the Department as required by Title IT of
the Landrum-Griffin Act.

The complaint grew out of the most wide-
spread and painstaking investigation in the
history of the Landrum-Griffin Act. The in-
vestigation involved intensive work by more
than 200 investigators over the last two
months.

I take this occasion to express my personal
appreciation to these Labor Department em-
ployees who worked so hard and long on this
assignment.

As you know, it would be improper for
us to discuss the evidence supporting these
allegations before that evidence Is presented
to a judge. Thus, we are limited in the press
and other media to describing the documents
filed in court.

INnFORMATION ABoUT USDL's INVESTIGATION
oF UMWA DECEMEBER ELECTION

Number of USDL investigators
(elerical not Included)

Total professionals

Number election sites visited; 822 locals (of
1,260 voting locals).

Number of interviews (estim.) 4,400.

(These include: local UMWA personnel;
volunteer observers; union members; UTMWA
personnel in 22 Districts and Washington;
bank officials; transportation officials, radio,
TV, newspaper and advertising persons.)

Number of man-hours (estim.) More than
43,000,

[In the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia]

COMPLAINT

(George P. Shultz, Secretary of Labor, U.S.
Department of Labor, Plaintiff, v. United
Mine Workers of America, Defendant.)

Plaintiff brings this action under Titles IT
and IV of the Labor-Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act of 19569 (Act of Septem-
ber 14, 1959, 73 Stat. 519 et seq., 29 U.S.C.
401 et seq.) , hereinafter referred to as the Act
for a judgment declaring the election held
by the defendant on December 9, 1969, null
and void and directing the conduct of a new
election under the plaintiff’s supervision and
for an order directing and compelling the
defendant and lts subordinate Districts to
maintain records as required by section 206
of the Act (29 U.S.C. 436).
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For his First Cause of Action plaintiff al-
leges:
¢
Plaintiff brings this cause of action under
Title IV of the Labor-Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act of 1059 (29 U.S.C. 401 et
seq.).
I
Jurisdiction of this cause of action is con-
ferred upon the Court by section 402(b) of
the Act (29 U.S.C. 482(b)).

Iox

Defendant Is, and at all times relevant to
this action has been, an unincorporated as-
sociation maintaining its prinecipal office at
900 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.,
within the jurisdiction of this Court.

w

Defendant is, and at all times relevant to
this action has been, an international labor
organization engaged in an industry affect-
ing commerce within the meaning of sec-
tions 3(1), 3(j), and 401(a) of the Act (29
U.8.C. 402(1), 402(j) and 481(a)).

v

Defendant, purporting to act pursuant to
and in accordance with the provisions of its
Constitution, held an election of its Inter-
national officers among its members in good
standing on December 9, 1969. This election
was subject to the provisions of Title IV of
the Act (290 U.S.C. 481 et seq.).

vI

(a) By letter dated December 18, 1969,
Joseph A. Yablonski, a member in good
standing of defendant union, filed a protest
with defendant’s International Executive
Board, alleging violations of Title IV of the
Act in the conduct of defendant’s December
9, 1869 election of officers.

(b) By letter dated January 8, 1970, ad-
dressed to the plaintiff, Defendant through
its General Counsel requested that the plain-
Giff conduct an immediate investigation of
the December 9, 1969 election of Interna-
tional officers pursuant to Title IV of the
Act, dispensing with internal exhaustion of
remedies procedures under defendant un-
ion’s Constitution. Whereupon, plaintiff ini-
tiated an investigation.

(c) By telegram dated January 20, 1970,
Mike Trbovich, a member in good standing
of defendant union, through his counsel, filed
a complaint with the Secretary of Labor al-
leging violations of the Act in the conduct
of defendant’s December 9, 1969 election of
International officers.

VIiI

Pursuant to section 601 and in accordance
with section 402(b) of the Act (29 U.S.C.
section 521, 482(b)), plaintiff investigated
said complaint and as a result of the facts
shown by the investigation, found probable
cause to believe that violations of Title IV
of the Act had occurred In the conduct of
defendant’s election and had not been rem-
edied at the time of the filing of this action.

vIIx

PlaintifT alleges that in the conduct of the
aforesald election, defendant violated the
provisions of Title IV of the Act (290 U.S.C.
401 et seq.) as follows:

(a) Section 401(e) of the Act (20 US.C.
481(a)) was violated in that defendant union
failed to elect its international officers by
secret ballot among the members in good
standing in that many members were re-
quired or permitted to cast thelr ballots in
such a manner that the member voting could
be identified with the choice expressed.

(b) Section 401(c) of the Act (29 U.S.C.
481(c) ) was violated in that

(i) defendant union failed to provide ade-
quate safeguards to insure a fair election;
including permitting campaigning at the
polls;
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(i1) denied candidates the right to have
observers at polling places and at the count-
ing of ballots

(¢) Section 401(e) of the Act (29 U.B.C.
481(e)) was violated in that

(1) Defendant failed to conduct its elec-
tion in accordance with its Constitution, in-
cluding the failure of many local unions to
elect tellers and to hold a membership meet-
ing to set the time and place of the election;

(ii) Members were denied the right to vote
for or otherwise support the candidate or
candldates of their choice without being sub-
ject to penalty, discipline, or improper inter-
ference or reprisal.

(iil) Members were denied the right to
vote, in that elections were not conducted In
some locals.

(d) Section 401(g) of the Act (20 UB.C.
481(g) ) was violated in that defendant union
used moneys received by it by way of dues,
assessments, or similar levy, to promote the
candidacy of its incumbent International of-
ficers, including but not limited to use of
defendant’s official publication, district of-
fices, property and other Tacilities.

Ix

The violations of section 401 of the Act
(20 U.B.C. 481) found and alleged above
may have affected the outcome of the afore-
sald election.

For his Second Cause of Action plaintiff
alleges:

1

Plaintiff brings this cause of action under

Title IT of the Act (29 U.S.C. 431 el seq.).

b ¢ 8

Jurisdiction of this cause of action is con-
ferred upon the Court by section 210 of the
Act (29 U.S.C. 440).

Paragraphs III and IV of this complaint
relating to the First Cause of Action are
hereby incorporated by reference Into this
Cause of Action.

- = = - »
v

Defendant, is and at all times relevant to
this action has been, subject to the report-
ing provisions of Title II of the Act (29
U.8.C. 431 et seq.).

v

Defendant has failed and is still falling to
maintain records and to require its subordi-
nate Districts to maintain records on matters
required to be reported under Title II of the
Act (29 U.B.C. 431 et seq.), which provide
in sufficient detail the necessary basic in-
formation and data from which documents
filed with the plaintiff may be verified, ex-
plained or clarified, and checked for accu-
racy and completeness, as required by sec-
tion 208 of the Act (20 U.8.C. 436).

Wherefore, the plaintiff prays for judg-
ment:

(a) declaring the election held by de-
fendant union to be null and void;

(b) directing the conduct of a new elec-
tion for all constitutional officers under the
supervision of the plaintiff;

(¢) directing and compelling the defend-
ant to maintain records, as required by sec-
tion 206 of the Act (29 U.S.C. 436);

(d) enjoining the defendant, its officers,
members, agents, servants, employees, attor-
neys and all persons in active concert and
participation with them, pending final de-
termination of the second cause of action
of this complaint, from violating the provi-
sions of section 206 of the Act (29 U.8.C.
4386);

(e) permanently and during the pendency
of this action enjoining and restraining de-
fendant, and its agents, servants, employees,
attorneys and all persons acting, or claiming
to act in their behalf and interest, from vio-
lating the provisions of section 206 of the
Act (29 U.S.C. 436);

{f) awarding costs of this action; and
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(g) granting such other relief as may be
appropriate,
LavreNCE H. SILBERMAN,
Solicitor of Labor,
GeorGe T. AVERY,
Associate Solicitor,
U.S. Department of Labor, of Counsel.
WiLriam D. RUCKELSHAUS,
Assistant Attorney General,
HarLAND F, LEATHERS,
Attorney, Department of Justice,
Attorneys for Plaintiff.
[In the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia]

MoOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

(George P. Shuliz, Secretary of Labor,
U.S. Department of Labor, Plaintiff, v.
United Mine Workers of America, Defend-
ant.)

Plaintiff moves the Court for a preliminary
injunction In the above-entitled action en-
joining the defendant, United Mine Workers
of America, Its officers, members, agents,
servants, employees, attorneys, and all per-
sons in active concert and participation with
it, from expending or permitting the ex-
penditure of funds of the International or
of its subordinate Districts without main-
tailning records on the matters required to
be reported under Title IT of the Labor-Man-
agement Reporting and Disclosure Act of
1959 (29 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) which will pro-
vide in sufficient detail the necessary basic
information and data from which the docu-
ments filed with the Secretary may be veri-
fied, explained or clarified, and checked for
accuracy and completeness, such records to
include specifically, but without limitation,
receipts, vouchers, worksheets, and appli-
cable resolutions, as required by section 206
of the Labor-Management Reporting and
Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.8.C. 436).

The issuance of such a preliminary in-
Jjunction Is requested on the grounds that:

(1) defendant has performed and will
continue to perform the acts referred to;

(2) such action by defendant will result in
irreparable injury, loss and damage to plain-
tiff, by impeding his continulng investiga-
tion pursuant to section 601 of the Labor-
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act
of 1959 (29 U.B.C. 551), as more particu-
larly appears from the affidavits of Thomas
F, Eane, Hollis W. Bowers, and Henry A.
Queen, attached to plaintiff’s motion for
temporary restraining order; and

(3) the issuance of a preliminary injunc-
tion herein will not cause inconvenience or
loss to defendant but will prevent irrepa-
rable injury to plaintiff.

LAURENCE H. SILBERMAN,
Solicitor of Labor,
GEORGE T. AVERY,
Associate Solicitor,
Eowin S. HOPSON,
ROGER D. MARSHALL,

Attorneys,
U.S. Department of Labor, of Counsel.
WLiam D. RUCKELSHAUS,
Assistant Attorney General,
HARLAND F. LEATHERS -
Attorney, Department of Justice,
Attorneys for Plaintif.

AFFIDAVIT
[State of Maryland, County of Montgomery |

Henry A. Queen, being duly sworn, deposes
and says:

1. I am the Chief, Branch of Elections and
Trusteeships, Office of Labor-Management
and Welfare-Pension Reports, United States
Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.

2. In the course of my official duties, I
supervised the investigation which was con-
ducted of the election of International officers
held by the United Mine Workers of America
in 1969.
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3. In connection with the aforesald inves-
tigation, the financial records maintained in
the offices of the subordinate Districts of the
United Mine Workers of America were exam-
ined in order to determine whether funds of
a labor organization had been expended to
promote the candidacy of any person in the
election in violation of section 401(g) of the
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure
Act of 1959.

4. The examination of such records dis-
closed numerous instances in which the rec-
ords were not sufficlently maintained in
order to permit a determination to be made
whether funds had been expended in viola-
tion of section 401(g).

5. The financial records of District 2 dis-
closed that seven individuals described as
organizers had been added to the payroll
during the period between June 25 and July
1, 1969, and were still on the payroll at the
time of the investigation. Checks were issued
to these organizers for “organizing expenses”
without any supporting vouchers or receipts
to substantiate the purpose for which such
expenditures were actually made.

6. The Iinvestigation disclosed that in
February and March 1969, Secretary-Treas-
urer John Seddon prepared checks to each
of four Executive Board members for Dis-
trict 5. These checks were cashed and the
proceeds returned to Seddon, who states
that he placed them in his safe deposit box
in the Union National Bank, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania. Thereafter, on July 14, 1969,
Seddon deposited a sum equal to the total
of the four checks ($8,5660) in the checking
account of District 5 in the National Bank
of Washington, Washington, D.C. The rec-
ords do not indicate what disposition was
made of these funds in the interim.

The records of District 56 disclosed that 19
presidents of local unions within the Dis-
trict participated in a six-week “organizing”
campaign in Butler and Mercer Counties,
Pennsylvania. Each particlipant received from
District funds approximately $1,650 gross
salary and expenses for the six-week period.
The records of the District do not contain any
receipts or other documentary evidence sup-
porting the payments to these officers for ex-
penses. Ten of the same 19 local union
presidents made a subsequent six-week trip
into the same areas, and were reimbursed at
approximately the same rate, agaln without
any documentary support of their expenses.

7. The financial records of District 12 dis-
closed that District Board member Jesse M.
Ballard was reimbursed for mileage and ex-
penses during a 5-day perlod in which he was
hospitalized. In the same District, two other
District members admitted that the mileage
for which they claimed reilmbursement con-
sisted of “short miles.”

8. Examination of the records of District 19
disclosed that “organizing” payments total-
ing $19,970 were made to 23 members. The
District records disclosed no documentation
of any expenses incurred by these 23 mem-
bers for which reimbursement could properly
be made.

9. Investigation of the financial records for
District 28 disclosed checks totaling $3,180.84
were pald to union members to reimburse
them for lost time and expenses in connec-
tion with a trip to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
and Washington, D.C, The payment was
charged to organizing expenses. Subsequent-
1y, an International auditor discovered that
the trip had been made for campalgn pur-
poses, and the money was then repaid to
the District from funds of the campalgn com-
mittee supporting the reelection of the in-
cumbent officers. Another check {n the
amount of $360 had been made payable to an
International Representative in connection
with the same trip, but this payment was
undetected and no restitution was made,

The investigation disclosed that checks
were drawn for advances and reilmburse-
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ment of expenses to officlals of District 28
without any supporting vouchers or docu-
mentations. On December 31, 1969, a check
was drawn in the amount of $5,000, payable
to District Representative E. G. Gilbert upon
the basis of his representation that the
money was for organizing expenses, with
further itemization or documentation,

10. In District 29, examination of the fi-
nancial records disclosed that between 1961
and 1968 the District received $30,000 from
Local 7086 and $16,000 from Local 5997, al-
legedly for expenses previously paid by the
District, but without any supporting records
in the form of receipts or expense vouchers.
In 1969, District 29 received an additional
$17,000 from Local 7086 and $£13,000 from
Local 5996, again without any specific infor-
mation or documentation concerning the
purpose of the payments.

11. The finanical records of Distriect 31
disclosed that between April 15, 1969 and
October 10, 1969, seven checks totaling $9,700
were drawn to the order of the First National
Bank, and one check for $500 was drawn to
the order of L. Clyde Riley, who is the Sec~
retary-Treasurer of District 31, and were
cashed. There was no documentation indicat-
ing the disposition of these funds.

HENRY A. QUEEN.

AFFIDAVIT

State of Maryland, County of Montgom-
ery, ss:

Thomas F. Kane, being duly sworn, deposes
and says:

1. I am a Special Investigator, employed
by the Branch of Auditing and Accounting
Standards, Division of Reports and Analysis,
Office of Labor-Management and Welfare-
Pension Reports, United States Department
of Labor,

2. In the course of my official dutles, I ex-
amined the records of the United Mine
Workers of America (UMWA), 900 15th
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. concerning
the granting of loans by the UMWA to its
subordinate Districts. The records indicated
that loans were made to subordinate Dis-
tricts during the years 1967, 1968 and 1969 In
the following amounts: 1967, $1,662,390; 1968,
$1,658,922,20;, 1969, $2,107,500. The amount
of the loans made to each of the Districts
in each of these three years is set forth in
Exhibit A attached hereto.

3. My examination disclosed that these
loans were made on the basls of requests
from District officials and the request in
each case indicated that the funds were to
be used for organization administration or
other union expenses, without further speci-
fication.

4. The records disclosed that when a loan
was requested, International President W. A.
Boyle issued instructions to International
Secretary-Treasurer John Owens to issue a
check in the amount requested and remit
the funds to the District. Checks issued to
make such loans were either deposited in the
bank to the credit of the District or were
cashed by an official of the District requesting
the loan.

5. My examination of the Records of the
UMWA International did not disclose any
documentary evidence concerning the dispo-
sition of these loaned funds.

6. Each District submits to the Interna-
tional a monthly report summarizing the
receipt and disbursement of funds by the
District. Nothing in the monthly reports
serves to verify that funds recelved by way
of loan from the International were used
for the purpose for which the loan was re-
quested. Nor is there any other documentary
evidence submitted by the Districts to the
International indicating the disposition of
the loaned funds.

THOMAS F. EANE.
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ExHIBIT A
UMW A loans to districls during year 1967

District: Amount
$80, 000
330, 000
10, 000
35, 000
140, 000
5, 000
25, 000
60, 000
1, 000
25, 000
15, 000
40, 500
384, 200
25, 000
2, 500
10, 000
5, 500
10, 000
125, 000
273, 600
60, 000

1, 662, 390
year 1968

Amount
872, 000
315, 000
20, 000
50, 000
180, 000
30, 000
30, 000
83, 300
4, 000
20, 000
25, 000
35, 000
340, 000
30, 000
5, 000
10, 000
5, 000
2, 000
17, 000
50, 000
264, 023
81, 000

1,658, 922

UMWA loans to districts during year 1969
Amount

$20, 000
480, 000
20, 000
120, 000
360, 000
115, 000
5,000
40, 000
13, 000
20, 000
70, 000
5, 000
30, 000
40, 000
183, 000
25, 000
10, 500
40, 000
150, 000
109, 000
252, 000

2, 107, 500

STATE OF MARYLAND,
County of Montgomery, 8s:

Hollls W, Bowers, being duly sworn, de=-
poses and says:

I am employed as a special investigator by
the Branch of Special Investigation, Divi-
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sion of Compliance Operations, Office of La-
bor-Management and Welfare-Pension Re-
ports, United States Department of Labor.

In the course of my official duties, I par-
ticipated in a financial investigation of the
United Mine Workers of America (UMWA),
900 15th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

During that financial investigation, I ex-
amined expense accounts of the UMWA and
determined that the UMWA has failed to re-
quire and direct its officers and employees
to maintain adequate records to support dis-
bursements for expenses, said records being
necessary to determine the validity of the
disbursements for expenses. My examination
of the records with respect to disbursements
to officers and employees for expenses indi-
cated that vouchers were submitted and paid
without any specification of mileage rates,
and without any documentation of hotel and
restaurant bills or other bills for which re-
imbursement was claimed.

My examination of the financial records of
the UMWA concentrated primarily on 1967
and 1968 records. I also examined some of
the records pertaining to 1969. The records
for 1969 which I examined indicated that the
UMWA has continued to make disburse-
ments for expenses without adequate sup-
porting records.

I was informed by responsible officers of
the UMWA that the UMWA had not, prior to
January 1, 1970, issued instructions to its of-
ficers and employees concerning the submis-
sion of proper itemization and documenta-
tion of expense vouchers. I ascertained from
a review of the minutes of the International
that in January 1970, the International Ex-
ecutive Board issued instructions that mile-
age would be reimbursed at the rate of 12
cents per mile.

I have been informed by responsible of-
ficlals of the UMWA that the UMWA has
never undertaken an audit of expenses to de-
termine the validity of the expenses claimed.

I have also examined the UMWA Ilabor
organization financial reports filed on United
States Department of Labor Form LM-2 for
the fiscal years ended December 31, 1967 and
December 31, 1968. The LM-2 fi.ed for 1967
shows $864,479.00 disbursed to officers and
and the employees as expenses. The LM-2 for
1628 shows $1,070,930 disbursed to officers
and employees as expenses. The LM-2 for 1989
has not yet been filed.

HoLris W. BOWERS.

e —

TWO NEW BILLS ON THE WAR ON
CRIME

(Mr. McCULLOCH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure to introduce, at the request
of the administration, two bills which
will constitute an important part of the
effort in the war on crime,

The first bill would authorize a judi-
cial officer to issue an order requiring
a person to submit to certain nontesti-
monial identification procedures. These
would include such tests as fingerprint,
blood, voice, and handwriting tests, as
well as photographs and lineups.

A court order to require any of the
procedures enumerated in the bill could
only be granted on a showing of prob-
able cause to believe that an offense was
committed as well as reasonable grounds
to suspect that the person being required
to submit to such tests committed the
offense, even though there might not be
probable cause to arrest such person.
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The bill is drafted so as to protect the
rights of such person under procedural
due process and other constitutional
provisions. In fact, the person from
whom identification evidence is obtained
by this procedure may, after 45 days
from the time of his examination have
elapsed, obtain a court order directing
that such evidence be destroyed if there
is still not probable cause to believe that
he committed the offense.

This bill would be of great benefit to
Federal law-enforcement officials by
enabling them to properly identify crim-
inals and thereby solve crimes. At the
same time, where the person examined
is innocent, the cloud of suspicion would
be removed from him and his name
could thus be cleared.

The second bill would amend the
Youth Corrections Act by allowing the
Youth Correction Division within the
Board of Parole to delegate certain of
its functions to examiners. While all or-
ders for release on parole and return to
custody for further treatment would
continue to be made by members of the
Board themselves, the Board could del-
egate the task of interviewing youth of-
fenders after initial commitment and on
return to custody. This is presently the
practice for adult offenders and for those
youth offenders who waive their right
to an interview by a Board member.

This proposal would greatly facilitate
the operation of the Board of Parole by
removing the existing administrative
bottleneck created by the need for Board
members to travel back and forth across
the country, which practice delays the
particular case in guestion and slows
down the processing of the entire docket
of cases before the Board.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the prompt con-
sideration of these proposals as part of
our continuing fight against crime in
this country.

SERIOUS CRISIS IN PUBLIC
EDUCATION

(Mr. BROCK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, public edu-
cation as we know it today has reached
a serious crisis. The future of our chil-
dren and our Nation is at stake. I think
it is time for significant action.

For years we have attempted to pro-
vide in this country the finest system of
education in the world. To a large degree
we have succeeded. Today, however, the
courts have declared that numerical ra-
cial balance is more important than edu-
cation.

Mr. Speaker, we have not held hear-
ings on this important problem. We have
had little time to study or debate legis-
lation against busing that has come be-
fore us.

While a constitutional amendment is
the ultimate answer, to create a vehicle
for discussion I have offered a concur-
rent resolution stating the sense of Con-
gress against forced racial busing. I urge
my colleagues to study this legislation
and hope that hearings can begin soon.
I have today sent a letter to my col-
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leagues asking their support and I in-
clude that letter as part of my remarks.
The letter follows:

DEAR CoLLEAGUE: Last week I introduced
a concurrent resolution aimed at putting
Congress on record for or against the forced
busing of our school children. I believe
this is an extremely important resolution
and one that deserves your study and sup-

ort.
. During the past year, important court
decisions have placed a cloud over a qual-
ity public education. I believe those de-
clsions were based, not on building a
sound and fair system of public education,
but merely a numerical ratio. This is un-
fortunate. Our children are not numbers,
they are human beings, in need of the
best kind of education we can supply.

The question of forced busing has had
no study in Congress since the 1964 Civil
Rights Act was passed. That Act clearly
stated that busing of children to achieve
“racial balance” was forbidden. Now the
Courts have violated the clear language of
the law and have demanded busing.

It's time to give this situation our im-
mediate attention. Congress must meet its
responsibility. The Concurrent Resolution
I have introduced will create a vehicle to
conduct hearings and I hope you will join
me in asking for early action on it.

BiLr. BrocEk.

TV COVERAGE OF NIXON

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, the Colum-
bus, Ohio, Dispatch, last week disclosed
the results of a private survey taken of
network television news coverage of the
Nixon administration.

I think the story deserves the atten-
tion of my colleagues. I insert it in the
RECORD:

WHxiTE HOoUsE SURVEY REVEALED: NETWORKS
VArY WIDELY IN NIxoN COVERAGE

WasHINGTON.—A private survey of network
television coverage of President Nixon’s ad-
ministration has found that the three major
networks vary substantially in their ap-
proach.

The survey, which has not been made
publie, found that NBC coverage appeared
to take the most unfavorable approach to-
ward the administration. ABC was rated the
most favorable and CBS was rated as having
the most “balanced"” coverage.

Results of the survey were meant for the
White House only. It was taken between
August and December of last year,

The survey ranked the networks this way:

ABC—{favorable, 29 per cent; unfavorable,
29 per cent; fair, 41 per cent,

CBS—favorable, 24 per cent; unfavorable,
25 per cent; fair, 51 per cent.

NEC—favorable, 15 per cent; unfavorable,
44 per cent; falr, 40 per cent.

The survey found that, in contrast to the
other two networks, NBC “‘periodically be-
comes crusading and generates news” that
tends “to reflect unfavorably on the ad-
ministration.”

The vice president’s two speeches criticiz-
ing the media, appear to have had some effect
on television news coverage, the survey says.

While “it is still much too early to assert
a firm conclusion” there have been “substan-
tially fewer flagrantly biased presentations”
since the speeches, the survey says.

A second change appears to be the amount
of coverage being given the vice president.
Since his speeches he has emerged as second
only to the President as the American whose
actions and words are most closely covered.
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The survey contrasts his coverage now with
the coverage given him before his speeches
when he ‘“was treated with condescension
mixed with sarcasm.”

The survey found that President Nixon
personally has been given favorable to fair
treatment. “Attacks are more often directed
at some official or department, only indi-
rectly at the President,” the survey sald. In
contrast, both ABC and NBC were found to
be critioml of the administration while CBS
again was given a “balanced” rating.

During the roughly four-month period the
survey was taken, the networks were found
to be most critical in their coverage of Judge
Clement Haynsworth, President Nixon's
choice for the Supreme Court who was turned
down by the Senate. All three were listed as
opposed to his confirmation.

A final finding by the survey was that the
news commentators, as compared with the
newscasters, overall gave the administration
“an even break"” during the survey period.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 514, ELEMENTARY AND SEC-
ONDARY EDUCATION AMEND-
MENTS OF 1969

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 514) to ex-
tend programs of assistance for elemen-
tary and secondary education, and for
other purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and request a conference with the
Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. PeErkiNs)? The Chair hears
none, and appoints the following con-
ferees:

Mr. PErKINS, Mrs. GrReeN of Oregon,
Messrs. THoMmpsoN of New Jersey, DENT,
Pucinskl, DaNieELs of New Jersey, BRADE~
MAS, O'Hara, CAREY, HAWKINS, WILLIAM
D. Forp, HATHAWAY, Mrs. MINK, Messrs.
MEeEDS, AYRES, QUIE, ASHBROOK, BELL of
California, ERLENBORN, SCHERLE, DELLEN-
BACK, EscH, STeIGER of Wisconsin, and
RuTtH.

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
EDUCATION REFORM

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks, and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon has just sent us a comprehensive
message on education reform. It empha-
sizes the great need to improve the qual-
ity of our educational system.

I think this would be a most appropri-
ate time for us to study the President’s
message. The debate over the HEW ap-
propriations bill is fresh in our minds,

However, the problems of the educa-
tional system remain. For this reason, I
applaud the President’s call to join with
teachers and educators in a “searching
reexamination of our entire approach
to learning,” and to aim for equal edu-
cational opportunities for rich and poor
alike.

The financial erisis in which our
schools find themselves today must be
solved. We are talking about a funda-
mental institution—one that has made
this Nation great and one that must con-
tinue if we are to remain great. The
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President's Commission on School Fi-
nance is a hopeful sign that we can
begin to solve this problem.

Once again Mr. Speaker, I commend
President Nixon for his proposals on edu-
cation reform. I look forward to im-
provements as a result of them.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON ENVIRON-
MENT AND TECHNOLOGY

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing a joint resolution to estab-
lish a Joint Committee on Environment
and Technology. I am happy to announce
also that the distinguished minority
leader has joined me in introducing the
resolution as have more than 100 other
Members of the House. The resolution
has broad bipartisan support in the Con-
gress and in the country.

The joint committee which we pro-
pose to create would be a nonlegislative
committee, organized to provide a clear
focus on many of the difficult environ-
mental decisions which must be made in
the years ahead. It would also provide
the legislative committees with the
necessary background to insure effective
action on short term and long term en-
vironmental problems and needs.

Under the resolution as it has been in-
troduced, the Joint Committee on En-
vironment and Technology would be
composed of members from the various
legislative committees which have legis-
lative jurisdiction in areas relating to
environment and technology. The com-
mittees of the House and Senate which
would be represented on the joint com-
mittee are as follows: House Committees
on Agriculture, Banking and Currency,
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, In-
terior and Insular Affairs, Education and
Labor, Public Works, Government Op-
erations, Science and Astronautics, Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries; Senate
Committees on Agriculture, Banking and
Currency, Commerce, Interior and In-
sular Affairs, Labor and Public Welfare,
Public Works, Government Operations,
Aeronautical and Space Sciences and the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution has been
prepared after consultation with a num-
ber of Members, including chairmen of
the committees of the House which are
affected. In the words of one of those
chairmen:

The purpose of the proposed Joint Reso-
lution is strongly propelled these days by
the great force which philosophers attri-
bute to an idea whose time has come,

I believe that the time for such a
joint committee has come. Such a joint
congressional committee has been rec-
ommended in the January 1970 Report of
the Environmental Study Group to the
Environmental Studies Board of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. A number
of Members have previously introduced
similar bills or resolutions.

I am hopeful that the House will be
able to act on this matter soon in order
that the joint committee may begin to
function at an early date.
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Under the unanimous-consent request,
I include the complete text of the resolu-
tion being introduced today:
H.J. REs. 1117

Joint resolution to establish a Joint Com-
mittee on Environment and Technology

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) there is
hereby established a joint congressional com-
mitee which shall be known as the Joint
Committee on Environment and Tech-
nology (hereinafter referred to as the “com-
mittee”) consisting of nineteen Members of
the Senate to be designated by the President
of the Senate, and twenty-one Members of
the House of Representatives to be desig-
nated by the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives as follows:

(1) one Senator from the majority party,
and one Member of the House of Represent-
atives from the majority party;

(2) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Agriculture; and two Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives who are
members of the Committee on Agriculture;

(8) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Bauking and Currency; and
two Members of the House of Representa-
tives who are members of the Committee on
Banking and Currency;

(4) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Commerce; and two Members
of the House of Representatives who are
members of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce;

(5) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs;
and two Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives who are members of the Com-
mittee on Interior anc Insular Affairs;

(6) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Labor and Publlc Welfare;
and two Members of the House of Represent-
atives who are members of the Committee
on Education and Labor;

(7) two SBenators who are members of the
Committee on Public Works; and two Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives who are
members of the Committee on Public Works;

(8) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Government Operations; and
two Members of the House of Representatives
who are members of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations;

(9) two Senators who are members of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy; and two
members of the House of Representatives
who are members of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy; and

(10) two Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives who are members of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisherles;
and

(11) two Senators who are members of the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sci-
ences; and two members of the House of Rep-
resentatives who are members of the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics.

Of the twc Members appointed from each
committee under clauses (2) through (11)
of this subsection, one Member shall be from
the majority party, and one shall be from
the minority party.

(b) The Committee shall select a chair-
man and a vice chairman from among its
members, at the beginning of each Congress.
The vice chairman shall act in the place
and stead of the chairman in the absence
of the chairman. The chairmanship shall
alternate between the Senate and House of
Representatives with each Congress, and the
chairman shall be selected by members from
that House entitled to the chairmanship.
The vice chairman shall be chosen from the
House other than that of the chairman by
the members of that House. The committee
may establish such subcommittees as it
deems necessary and appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this joint resolution.
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(c) Vacancies in the membership of the
committee shall not affect the authority of
the remaining members to execute the func-
tions of the committee. Vacancies shall be
filled in the same manner as original ap-
pointments are made.

(d) A majority of the members of the com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum thereof
for the transaction of business, except that
the committee may fix a lesser number as
a quorum for the purpose of taking testi-
mony.

(e) The committee shall keep & complete
record of all committee actions, including a
record of the votes on any question on which
a record vote is demanded. All committee
records, data, charts, and files shall be the
property of the committee and shall be kept
in the offices of the committee or such other
places as tihe committee may direct.

(f) No legislative measure shall be refer-
red to the committee, and it shall have no
authority to report any such measure to the
Senate or to the House of Representatives.

Sec. 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the com-
mittee—

(1) to conduct a continuing comprehensive
study and review of the character and ex-
tent of environmental and technological
changes that may occur in the future and
their effect on population, communities, and
industries, including but not limited to the
effects of such changes on the need for
public and private planning and investment
in housing, water resources (including
oceanography), pollution control, food sup-
plies, education, automation affecting in-
terstate commerce, fish and wildlife, forestry,
mining, communications, transportation,
power supplies, welfare, and other services
and facilities;

(2) to study methods of using all practi-
cable means and measures, including finan-
cial and technical assistance, in a manner
calculated to foster, promote, create, and
maintain conditions under which man and
nature can exist in harmony, and fulfill the
social, economie, and other requirements of
present and future generations of Ameri-
cans;

(3) to develop policies that would en-
courage maximum private investment in
means of improving environmental quality;
and

(4) to review any recommendations made
by the President (including the Environ-
mental Quality Report required to be sub-
mitted pursuant to section 201 of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Oct of 1969) re-
lating to environmental policy.

(b) The Environmental Quality Report
required to be submitted pursuant to sec-
tion 201 of the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 shall, when transmitted to
Congress, be referred to the committee, which
shall, as soon as practicable thereafter, hold
hearings with respect to such Report,

(c) On or before the last day of December
of each year, the committee shall submit to
the Senate and to the House of Representa-
tives for reference to the appropriate stand-
ing committees an annual report on the
studies, reviews, and other projects under-
taken by it, together with its recommenda-
tions. The committee may make such interim
reports to the appropraite standing commit-
tees of the Congress prior to such annual
report as it deems advisable,

(d) In ecarrying out its functions and
duties the committee shall avoid unnecessary
duplication with any investigation under-
taken by any other joint committee, or by
any standing committee of the Senate or of
the House of Representatives.

Bec. 3. (a) For the purposes of this joint
resolution, the committee is authorized, as
it deems advisable (1) to make such ex-
penditures; (2) to hold such hearings; (3)
to sit and act at such times and places dur-
ing the sessions, recesses, and adjournment
periods of the Senate and of the House
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of Representatives; and (4) to employ and
fix the compensation of technical, clerical,
and other assistants and consultants. Per-
sons employed under authority of this sub-
section shall be employed without regard to
political afiliations and solely on the basis of
fitness to perform the duties for which
employed.

(b) With the prior consent of the depart-
ment or agency concerned, the committee
may (1) utilize the services, information, and
facilitles of the General Accounting Office
or any department or agency in the execu-
tive branch of the Government, and (2) em-
ploy on a reimbursable basis or otherwise the
services of such personnel of any such de-
partment or agency as it deems advisable.
With the consent of any other committee of
the Congress, or any subcommittee thereof,
the committee may utilize the facilities and
the services of the staff of such other com-
mittee or subcommittee whenever the chair-
man of the committee determines that such
action is necessary and appropriate.

Sec. 4. To enable the committee to exer-
cise its powers, functions, and duties under
this joint resolution, there are authorized
to be appropriated for each fiscal year such
sums as may be necessary to be disbursed by
the Clerk of the House of Representatives on
vouchers signed by the chairman or vice
chairman of the committee,

UNEMPLOYMENT FIGURES REVEAL
WE ARE IN A RECESSION

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous madtter.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the debate
of recent weeks over the terminology of
the economic condition of this country
seems conclusively resolved by the latest
Government report on unemployment
which shows 4.1 percent of the work
force out of jobs. We are in a recession.
Unless there is a reversal of the policy
of disinterest by the administration, I
fear we may slide even deeper into eco-
nomic recession at the same time that the
fires of inflation rage.

It is past time for the President and
his economic advisers to recognize the
effect of their failing policies on the lives
of millions of Americans. The unem-
ployed, now reaching almost 4 million,
are real people—not just cold statistics.
The millions more who have had work
weeks and incomes reduced are real
American working men and women, who
daily face the growing difficulties of
maintaining a decent living standard as
accelerated inflation robs them of their
purchasing power for the necessities of
life.

It is time that they recognize that the
elderly on fixed incomes are robbed by
the continuing inflation.

About the only discourse we hear from
the White House and the administration
economists is an effort to shift blame for
present economic woes to past admin-
istrations. I must remind them that
President Richard Nixon has been Presi-
dent of the United States now for almost
14 months, and in that period we have
seen a rapid acceleration of infiation, a
deepening recession, and policies favoring
the vested interests and monied sources.
The working men, the poor, the elderly,
the small businessman, and the minori-
ties are being made to pay for the Nixon
inflation and the Nixon recession.
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I call on the President to utilize the
anti-inflation and antirecession tools
which Congress has provided, and to join
concerned legislators in providing an eco-
nomic climate that will right the de-
teriorating economie conditions. I call on
the Republican economists to consider
the human toll that their “favor the rich”
policies are exacting on the working peo-
ple, the housewives, the elderly and the
small businessmen. We no longer need to
debate economic terminology. We are in
a recession, and the administration must
recognize the conditions, and display
leadership and concern to correct mis-
guided policies.

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT VIO-
LATES NATIONAL POLICY, AS
WELL AS THE PRESIDENT'S EX-
ECUTIVE ORDERS, BY PROVIDING
BILLIONS OF DOLLARS OF FED-
ERAL CONTRACTS TO UNIVERSI-
TIES WHICH DISCRIMINATE
AGAINST WOMEN

(Mrs. GRIFFITHS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, it is a
national calamity that agencies of the
Federal Government are violating our
national policy, as well as the Presi-
dent’s Executive orders, by providing
billions of dollars of Federal contracts to
universities and colleges which discrim-
inate against women both as teachers
and as students.

Our national policy, as expressed by
Congress in 5 United States Code sec-
tion 7151, plainly states:

It is the policy of the United States to
insure equal employment opportunities for
employees without discrimination because of
race, color, religion, sex or national origin.
The President shall use his existing author-
ity to carry out this policy.

The President’s Executive Order 112486,
as amended by Executive Order 11375,
specifically forbids sex discrimination by
Federal contractors. These orders are ad-
ministered by the Office of Federal Con-
tract Compliance of the Department of
Labor. The Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare has been designated
as the compliance agency to obtain com-
pliance with the Executive orders by col-
leges and universities with Federal con-
tracts. However, billions of dollars in
Federal contracts continue to go every
vear to colleges and universities which
perpetrate vicious patterns of discrim-
ination against women, despite the Ex-
ecutive orders to the contrary. And nei-
ther the Labor Department nor HEW
does anything to stop or mitigate such
discrimination.

Half of our brightest people, the peo-
ple with talent and the capacity for the
highest intellectual and fruitful endeav-
ors, are women. They encounter perva-
sive discrimination when they try to
enter college—when they apply for grad-
uate and advanced training—when they
attempt to join the faculties of our most
esteemed universities and colleges—and
if they finally succeed in becoming teach-
ers, they get less pay and fewer promo-
tions than their male colleagues,
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Many universities and colleges with
Federal contracts, although forbidden by
Executive order from discriminating
against women, nevertheless do so by
applying quotas for women in admission
to both undergraduate and graduate
training programs. They discriminate
against them in awarding scholarships
and providing financial assistance. They
diseriminate against them in hiring their
faculty members. They discriminate by
paying their women faculty members
less than their male colleagues with simi-
lar qualifications. They discriminate by
promoting women far more slowly than
men.

Although these institutions of higher
learning like to view themselves as bas-
tions of democracy, yet they penalize
fully half of their potential students by
requiring women to meet higher admis-
sion standards for admission than men.
For example, at the University of North
Carolina, admission of women on the
freshman level is “restricted to those who
are especially well-qualified.” There is
no similar restriction for male students.
In the State of Virginia, 21,000 women
were turned down for college entrance,
while not one male student was re-
jected. What has the Federal Govern-
ment done to change inequities such as
these? Nothing—indeed, the Federal
Government has not even made a mur-
mur of protest.

Quota systems exist at many universi-
ties and colleges, whether openly ad-
mitted or not. In fact, the consistent low
percentages of women students in medi-
cine, law, engineering, and other pro-
fessional fields, as well as in many un-
dergraduate schools, can be the result
only of quotas. They are the principal
reasons why the percentage of women
with M.D. degrees has not increased
since 1920, the year that women first got
the right to vote. It is sex discrimination
in the universities which accounts for
the fact that only 7 percent of U.S.
physicians are women.

The undergraduate and graduate pro-
grams in universities are analogous to
the training and apprenticeship pro-
grams of industry. Open admission pol-
icies, free of discrimination against
women, are essential if women are to
have the same employment opportunities
as other citizens. Unless the universities
open their training programs to women
on equal basis, women will continue to
get the short end of the stick in employ-
ment opportunities.

The tragic fact today is that women
are losing ground in every segment of
university life. Their proportion as stu-
dents in college is not increasing. Their
proportion as students at the graduate
level is less now than in 1930. Whereas
they held more than one-third of uni-
versity faculty positions in the 1870’s,
they now hold less than one-fourth, and
at the prestigious Big Ten universities
they hold only about one-tenth, of the
university faculty positions.

Moreover, women on the faculty gen-
erally are at the bottom of the academic
hierarchy. Often they lack tenure. The
higher the academic rank, the less is the
percentage of women. For example, a re-
cent study of 188 sociology departments
in universities across the country showed
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that women are 30 percent of the doc-
toral candidates, but only 14 percent of
the assistant professors, only 9 percent
of the associate professors, and only 4
percent of the full professors.

For years there has been a shortage
of college teachers, yet there have been
little serious efforts to recruit women for
college faculties. The excuse often given
that there is a shortage of qualified
women is ridiculous. For example, at Co-
lumbia University women receive about
25 percent of its doctoral degrees, but
comprise only 2 percent of the tenured
faculty in its graduate schools. Further-
more, contrary to academic mythology,
a higher percentage of women with doe-
torates go into college teaching than do
men with doctorates. The argument that
women are lost to the academic world
when they marry is also a myth, since
over 90 percent of the women with doc-
torates are in the labor force. Women
comprise 40 percent of the faculties in
teachers’ colleges, and about the same
in junior colleges. But in the prestigious
private and State universities the per-
centage of women teachers is much less.

Is it discrimination against women, or
mere coincidence, that the great Univer-
sity of Chicago has a lower percentage of
women on its faculty now than it did in
1899? Can anyone seriously argue that
there are less qualified women now than
in 18997

Even in the fleld of education, where
one might expect women to predominate,
they are generally conspicuously absent
in the upper ranks. A recent study shows
that the University of Maryland’s De-
partment of Early Childhood Education,
where women professors are 47 percent
of the faculty, has almost all of these
women—13 out of 15—at the lowest rank
of assistant professor.

Women college teachers simply do not
get promoted as often or as quickly as
their male colleagues with similar quali-
fications. Ninety percent of the men with
Ph. D's and at least 20 years of academ-
ic experience are full professors, where-
as barely half of the women with the
same qualifications have that rank. At
Stanford University, 50 percent of the
men, but only 10 percent of the women,
on the faculty are associate or full pro-
fessors. Somehow, women who are quali-
fied enough to be hired are not “quali-
fied” enough to be promoted. In some
places they simply are not hired at all.
The University of Pennsylvania, for ex-
ample, has only four departments with
more than two women, and 26 depart-
ments with no women at all. Similar in-
credible examples exist in many univer-
sities and departments in practically all
areas of higher education.

Even when the universities hire women,
they do not get the same salaries as men
on the campus. Numerous studies docu-
ment the pay differences between men
and women with the same academic rank
and qualifications, deans of women make
far less than deans of men, even at the
same institutions.

I heard of one woman who had been
an associate professor for more than 10
vears, discovered she was earning at
least $1,000 less than the bottom salary
which that university paid to its men as-
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sociate professors. In the academic world,
women instructors earn less than male
instructors; women assistant professors
earn less than male assistant professors;
women associate professors earn less than
male associate professors; and women
full professors earn less than male full
professors; and there is every indication
that the gap between the salaries of men
and women faculty members is growing
wider.

The picture is even more dismal at the
administrative level. The number of
women college presidents is decreasing.
Women rarely head departments. At the
University of Maryland, for example, in
the College of Education, only one de-
partment—Special Education—is headed
by a woman. At Columbia College, the
undergraduate men's college of Columbia
University, only one woman—the librar-
ian—is on the administrative staff. The
proportion of women in college and uni-
versity leadership positions is lower than
it was 25 or even 10 years ago.

The vast extent of Federal moneys re-
ceived by universities and colleges is doc-
umented in the recent report by the Na-
tional Science Foundation entitled “Fed-
eral Support to Universities and Colleges,
Fiscal Year 1968,” report No. NSF 69-32,
dated September 1969. That report re-
veals that 2,174 universities and colleges
received $3,367 million from the Federal
Government in fiscal year 1968. Of this
amount, $2,340 million went to support
academic science, and $1,027 million to
support nonscience activities, at those
institutions. Virtually all of those funds
came from the following Government
agencies:

[In millions of dollars]
Department of Agriculture
Department of Commerce
Department of Defense
Department of Health, Education and

Welfare
Department of Interior
Atomic Energy Commission
National Aeronautics and Space Ad-

ministration
National Science Foundation
Department of Labor, Housing and

Urban Development, Transporta-

tlon and Office of Economic Oppor-

2,212
28

110

130
423

These funds, received by these univer-
sities and colleges under contracts with
the Federal Government, are a major
source of their total operating budget.
Yet most of these institutions discrimi-
nate outrageously against half of our
citizens—women. They neglect and dis-
regard their potential talent. They place
innumerable obstacles and hurdles in the
way of academic women. Is cur Nation
so rich in talent that we can afford to
have our universities penalize the aspi-
rations of half of our population? Should
the Federal Government close its eyes
to such unjust discrimination and con-
tinue to provide the billions of dellars
that help to support those unjust prac-
tices?

Our national policy mandates equal
treatment and opportunity for all citi-
zens, including women. The Labor De-
partment has recently shown much con-
cern about racial diserimination in the
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construction industry, and the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
is heavily involved in eliminating racial
discrimination in elementary and sec-
ondary schools. I applaud their concerns
about such discrimination; but I also
ask: Where is their concern about dis-
crimination against women in our uni-
versities and colleges?

Let me emphasize again that Executive
Orders 11246 and 11375 specifically for-
bid Federal contractors from discrimi-
nating against women in employment.
Many of our universities and colleges
have Federal contracts and receive sub-
stantial amounts of Federal funds. But
neither the Department of Labor, which
is responsible for enforcing these Execu-
tive orders, nor the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, which
is the compliance agency for universities,
has made any effort whatsoever to in-
voke these Executive orders to prevent
sex discrimination in employment or
training by institutions of higher learn-
ing. Under the Labor Department’s own
guidelines, Federal contractors with 50
or more employees and a contract of
$50,000 or more, must develop a written
plan of affirmative action to prevent dis-
crimination based on race, color, religion,
sex, or national origin. I know of no uni-
versity or college that has done so.

Worse yet, no university or college has
been asked to do so. Under the same
guidelines, all Federal contractors, in-
cluding universities, are required to make
an analysis of problems and an evalua-
tion of opportunities for the use of mi-
nority employees, as well as specific goals
and timetables for correcting existing
diserimination. Again, I know of no uni-
versity or college that has been asked to
do so. Moreover, under these guidelines,
universities and colleges with Federal
contracts are required to state that there
will be no discrimination in advertising
for employees. I know of no instance
where any Government agency has re-
quired, or requested, them to do so.
Women in various professional organiza-
tions have been trying, largely without
success, to get university departments to
eliminate sex preference in advertise-
ments placed for new faculty. Yet in
column after column of job ads in pro-
fessional journals, there are many ad-
vertisements which specify “male” or
“prefer male, but will consider female.”
Both the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare have
been equally remiss and derelict in carry-
ing out their responsibilities under the
Executive orders.

Furthermore, Federal agency compli-
ance programs are supposed to include a
determination of nondiscrimination for
each contractor prior to the award of any
contract over $1 million. I know of no
instance where this has been done, in
terms of sex discrimination, in award-
ing contracts to universities and colleges,
despite the requirements of the Execu-
tive orders. Nor do I know of any on-
site compliance review concerning sex
discrimination at any institution of
higher learning.

Thus, despite the existence of Execu-
tive orders that specifically forbid such
flagrant diserimination against women,
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the Federal Government has done abso-
lutely nothing to enforce the orders in
universities and colleges. Women in
academic life are particularly vulnerable
and unprotected from the ravages of sex
discrimination. They are not protected
by title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 because section 702, for no rational
or ascertainable reason, exempts every
“educational institution with respect to
the employment of individuals to per-
form work connected with the education-
al activities of such institution”—42
U.S.C. 2000e-1. They are not protected by
the Equal Pay Act of 1963—Public Law
88-38, 29 U.S.C. 206(d)—which is a part
of the Fair Labor Standards Act, because
the latter act does not apply with re-
spect to ‘“‘executive, administrative or
professional employees™—29 U.S.C, 213.
The callous disregard which the Depart-
ments of Labor and Health, Education,
and Welfare have demonstrated toward
the requirements of Executive Orders
11246 and 11375, so far as it concerns
discrimination against women by univer-
sities and colleges with Federal con-
tracts, has made the Executive orders,
for women, “only a promise to the ear
to be broken to the hope, a teasing illu-
sion like a munificent bequest in a pau-
per’s will.”

It is shocking and outrageous that
universities and colleges, using Federal
moneys, are allowed to continue treat-
ing women as second-class citizens, while
the Government hypocritically closes its
eyes. Remedial action must be taken, at
once, to bring the universities and col-
leges in line with the requirements of
the Executive orders. I am now assem-
bling a list of all universities and colleges
with Federal contracts. As a first step,
I call upon the Secretary of Labor and
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to contact all of these institu-
tions to obtain from them full and de-
tailed information, with respect to men
and women, concerning: First, admis-
sion policies, including quotas; second,
financial aid; third, hiring practices;
fourth, promotions; and fifth, salary dif-
ferentials for those with similar qualifi-
cations. I also call upon the Secretary of
Labor to take prompt action on the com-
plaint filed with him on January 31, 1970,
by the Women's Equity Action League—
WEAL—concerning the pattern of bla-
tant discrimination against women in
our universities and colleges with Fed-
eral contracts. WEAL's complaint strong-
ly indicts the pervasive patterns of sex
discrimination perpetrated by many uni-
versities. I believe it will interest every
Member of Congress, and the general
publie, and I therefore include it as part
of my remarks at this point in the
RECORD:

FalrRvIEW PARK, OEHIO,
January 31, 1970.
The Hon. GEoRGE P. SHULTZ,
Secretary, Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY: Please consider this
letter as a formal complamt. under Executive
Order 11246, as amended by Executive Order
11375.

The Women's Equity Action League
(WEAL) hereby requests that you instruct
the Office of Federal Contract Compliance
to insist that all Federal agencies doing busi-
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ness with universities and colleges enforce
the Executive Orders which have been com-
pletely ignored. We know of no meaningful
compliance efforts that have been under-
taken. We ask that the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance institute an immediate
“class” action and compliance review for all
universities and colleges receiving Federal
contracts. We ask that as stated in the Ex-
ecutive Orders, Universities end discrimina-
tion and take affirmative action “to ensure
that applicants are employed, and that em-
ployees are treated during employment,
without regard to . .. sex.”

Each year millions of dollars in Federal
contracts are disbursed to universities and
colleges. And each year, these same univer-
itie and college discriminate against women
in a variety of ways. They discriminate by
having quontas for women in admission to
undergraduate and graduate programs;
they discriminate in scholarships and finan-
clal assistance; they discriminate in the hir-
ing of women for their facultie; they dis-
criminate by paying their women faculty
members less than their male counterparts,
and they discriminate by promoting women
far more slowly than men. Whether by de-
sign or accident, the effect is the same:
women are second class citizens on many a
cAmpus.

For example, the proportion of women
studying in college is not increasing; it is
tending to remain fairly constant. At the
advanced levels, the proportion of women is
less now than it was in 1830, The propor-
tion of M.D. degrees awarded to women
has not increased since 1920, and a similar
situation exists in Law and Engineering
schools. Such consistent percentages of
women students can only be a result of
quotas whether openly admitted or not.
(Why are 85% of Finland's dentists and
75% of Russia’s physicians women? In our
country only 7% of our physiclans are
women.)

In the last century, women held more than
one-third of the faculty positions in colleges
and universities; today the proportion of
women is less than one-fourth, (At most of
the “Big Ten” universities it is about one-
tenth.) In study after study, women are now
found mainly in the lower reaches of aca-
demia., For example, of 188 graduate depart-
ments of Sociology across the country, wom-
en are 30% of the doctoral candidates, 14%
of the Assistant Professors, 9% of the Asso-
ciate Professors, and only 49 of the Full
Professors. At the University of Maryland in
the College of Arts and Sciences nine out of
the 15 departments examined had no women
who were Full Professors, although all had
women in the lower academic ranks. The fig-
ures can be duplicated, department by de-
partment, university by university, in prac-
tically all areas of higher education.

Moreover, numerous studies reveal con-
sistent pay differences between men and
women with the same academic rank, with
the same length of service, and with the
same academic qualifications, Deans of Wom-
en make less money than Deans of Men, even
in the same institution. In the same depart-
ments, women instructors usually make less
than male instructors, women Assistant Pro-
fessors make less than male Assistant Pro-
fessors, women Asscciate Professors make less
than male Associate Professors, and women
Full Professors make less than male Full Pro-
fessors. Some studies indicate that the size
of these differences in salary may be
increasing.

Administrative positions in higher edu-
cation rarely go to women. Women are rarely
heads of departments. (In the School of Edu-
cation at the University of Maryland only one
department—Special Education—is headed
by a woman; in the College of Arts and Seci-
ences only the Department of Dance is
headed by a woman.) In fact, the proportion
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of women in college and university leader-
ship positions is lower now than it was 25
or even 10 years ago.

Executive Order 11246 as amended by Ex-
ecutive Order 11375 specifically forbids dis-
crimination by Federal Contractors because
of Sex, Universities often get as much as
one-third of their total funds from govern-
ment contracts. Yet the universities have
been allowed to continue discriminating
against women at all levels. The Federal
government, despite the applicability of the
Executive Orders, has done nothing to
change this. This is shocking and outrage-
ous. Remedial steps need to be taken at once
to bring the universities and colleges in line
with the Executive Orders referring to Fed-
eral contractors and sex discrimination.

Specifically, these areas of discrimination
must be examined and remedied:

1. Admission Quotas to Undergraduate and
Graduate Schools. Admission to college is
analogous to being admitted to the “ap-
prenticeship™ programs of industry. With-
out open admissions, there can be no fair
treatment. Quotas must be abolished; ad-
mission must be based on ability, not sex.

2, Diserimination in Financial Help for
Graduate Study (Scholarships, Fellowships,
Research Grants, Teaching Assistantships,
etc.) . Financial help must be extended purely
on the basis of ability and/or need, and not
on the basis of sex.

3. Hiring Practices. Discrimination against
hiring women in academic positions must
end.

4. Promotions. Criteria for upgrading should
be irrespective of sex.

5. Salary Differentials. Women and men at
the same academic level and with similar
qualifications should receive similar salaries.

WEAL asks that the OFCC act immediately
in these areas to end discrimination against
women by all universities and colleges receiv-
ing Federal contracts.

I have appended to this letter some back-
ground materials showing clearly the pat-
tern of sex discrimination in higher educa-
tion, WEAL will be glad to confer with the
OFCC in implementing the Executive Orders
and in developing plans for affirmative ac-
tions on the part of the institutions involved.

This complaint is grounded also in a spe-
cific charge of diserimination in faculty hir-
ing and promotion at the University of
Maryland. The investigator should contact
me for the names of persons who will dis-
cuss this case in support of the complaint.

Sincerely yours,
Nawncy E. Downping, Ph. D.,
President.

INDIAN MASSACRE IN DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, last week
a full-blooded Piute Indian journeyed
all the way from Nevada to see the Great
White Father in Washington—to lobby
for his underprivileged people. But he
was ambushed by the Washington sav-
ages, and massacred here on 14th Street.

For many weeks now, we have heard
the beating of propaganda drums in the
urban jungle—it seems that the Wash-
ington natives are restless. They want,
among other things, more “free” money,
less control over narcotics, and some-
thing they call “home rule.” In fact, they
threaten violence if they do not have
their way.

At the same time, and in the same
town, we find that both the criminal
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games of rape and robbery are practiced
in broad daylicht—while the natives
clamor for more and more ‘“home rule”
with less and less control.

The writers of our Constitution wisely
provided for the government of the Fed-
eral District by the Congress—and by
the Congress alone. We should remem-
ber that it was the lack of control by the
Continental Congress over a lawless mob,
and the appeal of the Members to local
authorities of the city in which they
were sitting for rescue, which brought
about the establishment of a Federal
city.

We should also remember that those
who refuse to learn from the mistakes of
the past are doomed to repeat them. We
tried a magnificent experiment in home
rule for the Federal District over a cen-
tury ago. That historic failure is written
in dirt, corruption, and blood for all to
see. Now some would urge us to repeat
the error.

The local press—so active in reporting
on school buses and minority incidents
in South Carolina, all but suppresses the
massacre of the Piute Indian from Ne-
vada and other serious crimes right in
their own backyard.

I include pertinent newsclippings in
my remarks:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Mar. 7, 1970]
INDIAN DIES OF INJURIES IN BEATING

A full-blooded American Indian who was
in Washington to lobby for his inter-tribal
council in Nevada died in a hospital here
yesterday, apparently the victim of a street
robbery and beating Thursday.

Sen. Howard Cannon, D-Nev., whom he
intended to visit, said his office is investigat-
ing the case which left George Kane, 47,
lying unconscious in a gutter at 14th and P
streets NW early Thursday morning.

Kane, a Piute Indian from a reservation
near Reno, Nev., was here to lobby for more
money for the Indian poverty program in
his state, and had scheduled a meeting with
Cannon to talk over Indian problems.

He was last seen leaving his hotel at 3
a.m. Thursday morning In a taxi, and was
found on 14th Street two hours later, his
wallet and money missing.

Taken to George Washington University
Hospital, he was placed under observation.
Later that day, nurses noted a change in
his condition and he was X-rayed, then
rushed into surgery for a brain hemorrhage.
He died at 12:40 p.m. yesterday.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Mar. 7, 1970]
BANK-To-BANK ToUr: Bawprrs Ger $0,000
IN WoMAN’'S SAVINGS

(By Sheridan Fahnestock)

A T6-year-old woman handed over £9,000
to three armed men Thursday who had forced
her to withdraw it from a bank despite the
suspicions of bank tellers.

Police sald the woman did not report the
incident to them until her ill sister, from
whom she withheld the story for several
hours, told her to call officers. The men got
AWAaYy.

Police said Mrs, Ruth B, Brown of 1616
Taylor St. NW was leaving the Riggs National
Bank branch at 18th Street and Columbia
Road about noon Thursday when three young
men approached. One pulled out a gun and
ordered her to get into a car with them.

In the auto, the two men in the back seat
took her pocketbook and removed her Co-
lumbia Federal Savings and Loan Co. book.
They drove to its branch at 730 11th St.
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NW, where Mrs. Brown was ordered to with-
draw $9,000 in cash; one of the men accom-
panied her inside.

A teller told them he didn't have enough
money on hand, and could only give her
$1,000 and a bank draft for $8,000, on the
American Security and Trust Co.

Mrs. Brown and her abductors drove to
that bank's office at 156th and Pennsylvania
Avenue NW, where a teller, susplcious, told
her to have her signature on the check
verified by someone at the Riggs Bank.

They went to the Riggs branch at 15th
Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW, but
were told to go to the branch where she had
her account.

They then drove to the Riggs Bank branch
at 14th and Park Road, where a bank official
verified her signature; the trio then took
Mrs. Brown back to the American Security
and Trust office.

There, a suspicious teller argued for some-
time with the man accompanying Mrs. Brown,
who had identified himself as her nephew,
but finally was unable to avold cashing the
check, after verifying the Riggs Bank offi-
cial’'s signature.

Mrs. Brown was taken back to the car and
driven to the corner of 22nd and P Streets
NW, where she was dropped off.

Police sald she hailed a cab, went back to
the Riggs Bank, parking lot at 18th Street
and Columbia Road where she had been
abducted more than three hours before, got
into her car and drove home.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Feb. 5,
1970]

CLERK, 17, RAPED IN NORTHWEST STORE

A 17-year-old clerk in a Northwest Wash-
ington store was raped and the store's owner
robbed by an armed holdup man yesterday,
police reported.

Police said the man entered the store at
2:30 p.m. but then left. He returned a few
minutes later and tied the women up at gun
point.

The man then took the clerk into the bath-
room and raped her. He then took $20 from
the owner and left.

[From the Evening Star, Washington (D.C.),
Mar. 7, 1970]
GIrL, 17, RAPED BY ARMED YOUTH

A 17-year-old schoolgirl was raped at gun-
point Thursday night in the Brightwood sec-
tlon of Northwest Washington by a youth
who also robbed her of $2.75, police said.

Police said the girl told them she was walk-
ing in the 3900 block of Kansas Avenue NW
about 7:30 p.m. when the youth, about her
own age, approached, pulled out a pistol, and
told her to come with him and not to say
anything.

He forced her into a garage and threatened
to kill her if she didn't disrobe; she complied
after he struck her on the head with the
handgun, and was then raped.

The victim, who was treated and released
at D.C. General Hospital, told police her
assailant talked in a peculiar manner, as if
he might have been taking drugs.

UNEMPLOYMENT DANGERS IN
ECONOMIv CONTROLS

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to call attention to a policy of the ad-
ministration whose effects are reaching
considerable proportions and may well
bear in them the seed of serious future
trouble. I refer to the current ad-
ministration program to slow down the
economy.
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No one can quarrel with the proposal
to control inflation and in that objective
I concur with the President and his ad-
visers. At the same time, the effect of
the application of fiscal and monetary
measures by the Executive is not easy to
predict. Most people can remember with
clarity the 1957 recession which was
brought about by a conscious adminis-
tration policy of deflation and resulted
in deep and widespread unemployment
before it had run its course.

I want to emphasize the dangers in
the present course of the administration.

Already in Connecticut there are 10,800
more unemployed than there were a year
ago and substantial reductions are pre-
dicted for many industries, both in the
Fifth District and elsewhere throughout
the State. Although these figures do not
look spectacular as pure statistics, it must
be remembered that these are people who
are involved and not just numbers and
their problems cannot be viewed merely
as mathematical formulas.

In addition, there is a cumulative eco-
nomic effect from reduced payrolls that
appears first in the immediate commu-
nity and then spreads throughout the
economy. I suggest therefore that the re-
straints be carefully watched and the
brakes be released as danger signals ap-
pear. We certainly do not want a reces-
sion such as we had in 1957.

Connecticut will have enough problems
in the prospective change from a de-
fense-oriented economy to a peace-based
one without having artificially induced
shortages and job terminations superim-
posed. There is some question as to
whether the economic faucet can be
turned on and off at will. This is a time
for extreme caution and I hope that the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board and all
other financial officers will have these
dangers and possibilities in mind and act
with every presumption in favor of main-
taining employment at a high level.

ADDITIONAL PROGRAM FOR THIS
WEEK

Mr., ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min-
ute for the purpose of announcing an
addition in the program.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to advise that some nine stockpile
bills have been unanimously reported, I
am advised, from the Committee on
Armed Services and that the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr, PHILBIN) may
seek unanimous consent to bring these
bills up sometime during the week. They
will be published in the Recorp.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. GROSS. Are copies of these bills
and the reports available?

Mr. ALBERT. I am sure they are. They
are on the Consent Calendar already.
They are Consent Calendar No. 121
through No. 129, listed as follows:

H.R. 15021. A bill to authorize the release
of 40,200,000 pounds of cobalt from the na-
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tional stockpile and the supplemental stock-
pile;

H.R. 15831. A bill to authorize the disposal
of bismuth from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile;

H.R. 15832. A bill to authorize the disposal
of castor oil from the national stockpile;

H.R. 15833. A bill to authorize the disposal
of acid grade fluorspar from the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile;

H.R. 15835. A bill to authorize the disposal
of magnesium from the national stockpile
and the supplemental stockpile;

H.R. 15836. A bill to authorize the disposal
of type A, chemical grade manganese ore
from the natlonal stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile;

H.R. 15837. A bill to authorize the disposal
of type B, chemical grade manganese ore
from the national stockpile and the suppie-
mental stockpile;

H.R. 15838. A bill to authorize the dlsposal
of shellac from the national stockpile; and

H.R. 15839. A bill to authorize the disposal
of tungsten from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile.

NIXON ADMINISTRATION STYMIES
ISRAEL DESALTING PLANT

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp, and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, it is ex-
tremely distressing to learn that despite
this country’s commitment to Israel, de-
spite Israel’s urgent need, despite the
benefits to be obtained by the United
States, and despite Congress’ having ex-
pressed its will, the Nixon administration
does not intend to proceed with the pro-
totype desalting plant in Israel, author-
ized by the Foreign Assistance Act of
1969, Public Law 91-175, for which $20
million was appropriated by Public Law
91-708. This administration is reneging
on the U.S. commitment to Israel made
by President Johnson, and it is flouting
the determination of Congress that this
project should proceed.

I have for a long time urged U.S. as-
sistance to Israel in the design, develop-
ment, and construction of a desaliniza-
tion plant. To this end, I introduced
legislation in the 90th Congress as well
as in this Congress.

Last May 14, on the floor, I made clear
my support for such action by the United
States and expressed my concern that
the Nixon administration had, as of that
time, “failed to take a position” on as-
sisting Israel in this project. At that
time, I inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, volume 115, part 9, page 12460,
copies of the correspondence between
myself and the White House concerning
the plant.

On August 1, I again noted that the
commitment made by President Johnson
to the late Premier Levi Eshkol of Israel
to support U.S. participation in the de-
salinization plant project had yet to be
reaffirmed by the Nixon administration.

On September 24, 1969, I urged the
administration to “clarify its position on
this important project which the De-
partment of Interior described on Janu-
ary 17, 1969, as ‘vital to Israel in terms
of water supply and power,” and also as
giving the United States ‘an opportunity
to improve and advance science and
technology in the field of saline water
conversion and to contribute materially
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to the development of low-cost desalin-
ization processes’.” CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, volume 115, part 21, page 27948. At
that time, I inserted in the REcorp copies
of the correspondence between myself
and the White House which had occurred
subsequent to March 14.

On November 20, I opposed the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Jowa (Mr. Gross) striking out section
209 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969,
which authorized $40 million for U.S.
participation in a prototype desaliniza-
tion plant in Israel. And on December 9,
I urged full funding in the Foreign As-
sistance Appropriation bill, which had
cut this $40 million to $20 million.

The foreign assistance and related
programs appropriation bill, 1970, as
enacted into law—Public Law 91-708—
did embody that $20 million figure in
that part of title I entitled “Economie
Assistance.” This was the funding pro-
vided for pursuant to the authorization
act—Public Law 91-175—which provides,
in part:

“Sec. 219, PrROTOTYPE DESALTING PLANT.—
(a) In furtherance of the purposes of this
part and for the purpose of improving exist-
ing, and developing and advancing new, tech-
nology and experience In the design, con-
struction, and operation of large-scale de-
salting plants of advanced concepts which
will contribute materially to low-cost desali-
nation in all countries, including the United
States, the President, if he determines it to
be feasible, is authorized to participate in
the development of a large-sc&le water treat-
ment and desalting prototype plant and
necessary appurtenances to be constructed
in Israel as an integral part of a dual-pur-
pose power generating and desalting proj-
ect. Such participation shall include finan-
clal, technical, and such other assistance as
the President deems appropriate to provide
for the study, design, construction, and, for
a limited demonstration period of not to ex-
ceed flve years, operation and maintenance
of the water treatment and desalting facili-
ties of the dusl-pmpose projec-.t. i i

There are at least four reasons why
the United States should proceed with
the desalinization plant:

First, President Johnson committed
this country to this program. The late
Premier Levi Eshkol disclosed on Janu-
ary 19, 1969, that President Johnson had
written to him promising Executive sup-
port for the construction of a desalini-
zation plant.

Second, desalinization is imperative for
Israel’s well-being. Israel's need for fresh
water for irrigation of arid land is acute;
about 95 percent of her existing fresh
water sources have already been tapped.
As I said on July 30 before the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs:

(I)t is clear that agricultural needs will
not be met if additional sources of fresh
water are not developed, If these sources are
to be developed, it is imperative that devel-
opment of a saline water conversion facllity
be begun as soon as is technically possible.

Third, this plant is extremely signifi-
cant to the United States, as fully de-
tailed in the letter sent to Congress on
January 17, 1969, by Max N. Edwards,
who was then Assistant Secretary of the
Interior:

“The proposal provides the opportunity for
the United States to participate in a tech-
nologically advanced water desalting program
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to further its objectives of developing large-
scale desalting processes. The United States
will receive and have avallable for domestic
and worldwide use all of the project informa-
tion, technical data, and operating experi-
ence resulting from this project. The United
States, its officers and employees, will be
granted permanent rights to recelve data and
will have access to the plant for the purpose
of observing its operation and improving
sclence and technology in the field of de-
salination. It will be expected that the water=-
plant will be procured from United States
sources . . .

“. . . In previous presentations of the sa-
line water program to the Congress, the need
for participation in the study, design, con-
struction, and operation of such large-scale
prototype desalting plants has been empha-
sized. Briefly, the basic reasons for such par-
ticipation are as follows:

“l. To develop advanced desalting tech-
nology for design and for hardware construc-
tion.

*2. To demonstrate desalting practices and
to gain operating experience with a large
plant. Only through actual operation will it
be possible to establish the economics of
water costs, study the effects of different
modes of operation, investigate pretreatment
methods, and resolve operating and mainte-
nance problems, all of which determine the
price of the water.

3. As a necessary intermediate step for
eventual larger projects in all parts of the
world, and specifically in the United States.
This project will serve as a pliot operation
for the technology and plants required be-
fore the turn of the century by our own
southwest.

“The proposed financial contribution to-
wards the capital and operating costs of this
project is less than any other presently avall-
able alternative for obtaining similar tech-
nology.

“The project to be authorized by this leg-
islation offers a unique opportunity to
achieve the objectives we have just set forth.
The Government of Israel has conducted a
comprehensive national study of the avail-
ability and quality of its water resources.
They have concluded that new incremental
sources of fresh water must be made avail-
able by the mid-1970s in order to maintain
their industrial and economic growth. There-
fore, Israel has had a continulng interest in
desalting and specifically in the United
States States desalting program . . .

“Participation in this specific project pro-
vides an excellent opportunity to study a
system of water use for agriculture. Israel
is unique in having a fully integrated water
system serving the bulk of the nation's ir-
rigated agriculture and other uses, and 1t
provides in effect a water management labo-
ratory. The impact of decisions involving
such matters as water prices and quantities,
water allocation to different uses, value and
kind of crops and areas of development can
be related to the cost and quantity of de-
salted water, and, indirectly, to other water
supplies.

“In summary, while the project is vital to
Israel In terms of water supply and power,
its significance to the United States is the
opportunity to improve and advance sclence
and technology in the fleld of saline water
conversion and to contribute materially to
development of low cost desallnation proc-
esses. We believe we should take advantage
of this oppertunity and we urge the early
enactment of this proposal . . ."

Fourth, the Congress has made its will
clear by authorizing $20 million for the
desalinization plant and by appropriat-
ing $20 million.

I have detailed at length this history
for two reasons. One, I want to show that
this issue is one of long standing. In fact,
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as long ago as 1964, President Johnson
announced that the United States and
Israel would cooperate in desalting re-
search and development. The feasibility
study conducted pursuant to the 1965
agreement between the United States
and Israel, and carried out by Kaiser En-
gineers in association with Catalytic
Construction Co., made clear the feasi-
bility of the desalting plant. The Febru-
ary 1966 report of that study, entitled
“Engineering Feasibility and Economic
Study for Dual-Purpose Electric Power
Water Desalting Plant for Israel” con-
cluded that an operating plant could be
in existence by late 1972, if begun then.

And, two, I am in some way attempting
to temper my dismay upon learning that
the administration does not intend to
proceed with the desalinization plant
project. The years of study proving that
the desalting plant can and should be
built, make it high time to start. The
technology has been developed to build
such a plant. The plant could have been
begun long ago. It should be begun
immediately.

To this end, I am calling upon the
President and the Administrator of the
Agency for International Development to
take immediate steps to implement the
Israeli prototype desalinization plant.

HIGH INTEREST RATES

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. ALEXANDER) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak on a House concurrent
resolution which has been introduced
heretofore and cosponsored by 83 Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives,
both Democrat and Republican, repre-
senting 28 States.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of that resolution may appear in the
REecorp at this point in the presentation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

The concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas a high interest rate policy has
been followed for the past fourteen months
as part of the administration's fight against
inflation; and

Whereas the higher interest rates paid by
manufacturers, distributors, transporters,
retailers, and all others involved in the pro-
duetion and marketing processes tend to be-
come part of the end cost of the product,
the:jreby adding to the growth of inflation;
an

Whereas consumers and small business-
men, to whom credit is vital and who oper-
ate on smaller margins, ultimately pay the
cost of interest rate increases; and

Whereas the high interest rate policy, con-
tinued over an extended period, has served
to blunt the Federal goal of attacking the
problem of inadequate and substandard
housing on a massive scale by systematically
reducing the availability of low-cost financ-
ing; and

Whereas extended perlods of high inter-
est rates have traditionally and historically
been followed by recessions: Now, therefore,
be it
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Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress of the United States that
the administration should make every ef-
fort to reverse its policy of high interest
rates in all programs and at all levels, and
that the Federal Reserve Board should take
steps to gradually roll the prime interest
rate back to 6 per centum.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, the
problem of inflation is one which has
concerned this Nation for many months.
It is one which must be solved, and the
efforts to solve this continuing and grow-
ing problem deserve the high priority
and attention they are receiving.

It is my belief, however, Mr. Speaker,
that our consideration for the people of
this country—for their problems—their
hardships—and their views—must also
receive a high consideration in this ef-
fort. The people of the First Congres-
sional District of Arkansas are finding
the cure to be as unbearable as the ill-
ness—I refer to the policy of high in-
terest rates and tight money.

I do not stand before my colleagues
today to discuss the rightness or the
wrongness of instituting this high in-
terest rate policy 14 months ago. While
I personally feel that such a policy may
be effective in fighting inflation over a
short period of time, that question has
little bearing on the issue today. It is
clear to me that such a policy is not ef-
fective as an anti-inflationary measure
over a long period of time. In other
words, Mr. Speaker, I believe that the ad-
ministration’s high interest rate policy
has clearly become counterproductive.

What is the purpose of a tight money
policy? We are told that it is effective
in discouraging consumer spending and
in halting the growth in consumer credit.
If this is the purpose, it has clearly failed.
Consumer credit grew by more than $9
billion during 1969. The effect of this
policy has not been to halt credit buying,
but to add to the financial burden of
American consumers through increased
costs of using that credit.

The results of this policy, spread over a
period of 14 months, have been to fuel
the inflationary eycle. It has become part
of the problem it was intended to solve.
The high cost of money has become an
integral part of the high cost of living.
The added cost of interest is now a part
of the inflated purchase price.

Who are the persons most affected by
a high interest rate pclicy? They are
the pecple who are least able to pay for
the fight against inflaticn. They are the
consumers—they are the small business-
men—they are the farmers—and—they
are the people who must live on fixed in-
comes. To these people, credit is essen-
tial if they are to secure items which have
today become necessities such as auto-
mobiles, refrigerators, and even cloth-
ing. And yet, these people are unable to
pass along the 10-, 12-, and 18-percent
charges which have become part of their
purchase prices.

We cannot forever continue to point
the finger at these people when we say
that Americans must “sacrifice” and
“tighten their belts” in order to fight in-
flation. We cannot forever ask our people
to man the battle lines when economists,
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who stand unaffected by such battles,
sound the clarion call. Such a policy is
indefensible.

One businessman in northeast Arkan-
sas was relating to me recently his ex-
perience with the high interest rate
policy.

On a gross volume of $2,000,000, inter-
est costs in his business increased by 5
percent, or a total of $10,000, during
1969,

At the same time, he could not pass
along all of these costs to his customers
because they were being charged all they
could pay with the inereased prices on
inventory charged by the manufactur-
ers which had already passad along their
interest costs.

The increase of $10,000 represents
much of the margin of profit for this
businessman, as it does for most small
entrepreneurs.

The result is that he has recently laid
off five employees.

While such a development may not
alarm economists in New York and
Washington, who gaze at their crystal
balls and see increased unemployment as
signs of progress, it spells disaster for
those employees who are now told to
fight inflation without a job.

A mother in the First Congressional
District wrote me recently about the
difficulties she is experiencing:

Her twin children have consistently
been named to the honor roll in high
school.

They have shown great promise and
they have the gqualities that must be de-
veloped all over this great country to
retain its greatness.

But this mother will be unable to fur-
ther her children’s education because she
cannot afford to borrow the money to
send them to college.

In her letter to me, she said:

I have two fine children, twins, a boy and
a girl. They will graduate in May. We have
tried hard to save for their college educa-
tion. Their father had surgery a year ago
and they found cancer. This deptet.ed our
savings. We can't give them the money, for
we don't have it, and the banks want too
much interest for us to borrow it.

There have been numerous cases in
northeast Arkansas where local govern-
ment units have been unable to sell bond
issues because of the high interest rates.
This has caused major needs for hos-
pitals, schools, libraries, and other nec-
essary public facilities to be unmet. At a
time when the emphasis is on improving
the quality of life for all Americans, this
is a giant step backward.

One side effect of this development has
been that several school districts, in-
volved in construction to help meet de-
segregation efforts, have been stymied.
These local school boards are honestly
and earnestly seeking to fulfill their re-
sponsibilities, but they have been the vic-
tims of one Government policy—high
interest rates—while trying to meet the
requirements of another Government
policy—unified school systems,

One other drastic effect of this policy,
at least in rural areas of this country,
has been the drying up of financial re-
sources. Funds have been diverted from

small financial institutions throughout
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northeast Arkansas, depriving local resi-
dents of much-needed credit. The result,
of course, has been an almost complete
halt in new housing starts, and a short-
age of money for regular business oper-
ating loans.

We are even feeling the effects of this
policy in the Congress. There has been
an estimated $2 billion increase in the
cost of interest on the national debt dur-
ing the last 2 years. This is a $2 billion
price tag that was not necessary. It is $2
billion that was desperately needed—to
help meet national commitments to clean
up our environment—to meet our urgent
housing needs—to improve the quality of
educational opportunities for our young
people.

There has been a great deal of techni-
cal discussion recently about the pos-
sibilities of our economy moving into a
recession. While the Washington defini-
tion of a recession may be unmet at this
time, I charge that we are already ex-
periencing a recession in many regions
of America. For many, the question
mark is not whether we will move into a
recession, but whether we will move into
a depression.

Unemployed persons may be statistics
to economists, but they are personal trag-
edies in northeast Arkansas. High inter-
est rates may be a solution to economic
problems in the eyes of economists, but
they provide the one straw too many to
families where a dollar can make the
difference. I would like to emphasize that
this is not an indictment of the admin-
istration. This is an indietment of a pol-
icy. I have supported my President on
most of his proposals. President Nixon
has indicated that he is ready to see the
record-high interest rates rolled back.
As President, he has the power and influ-
ence to make a move in that direction.
The introduction of a House concurrent
resolution by 83 Members of Congress
last Wednesday, expressing opposition to
the high-interest-rate policy and urging
a rollback, will help the President in his
efforts if this is, indeed, his goal..

Secretary George Romney, of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, said on February 23 that the
“rising cost of money has hurt most” this
country’'s efforts to meet our national
housing goals. He called the interest rate
increases “‘exorbitant and unwarranted.”
I strongly concur in his statement.

The introduction of this House concur-
rent resolution is not intended to legis-
late low interest rates. Economic policy
must remain flexible. But the passage of
this resolution will say that the silent
majority, through their elected Repre-
sentatives, do not approve of this policy
and want to see it reversed. It will tell
economists that people are more than
statistics, that they are persons who are
tired of having to bear the brunt of the
fight against inflation.

The passage of this resolution will be a
statement by millions of people across
this country that they appreciate the
efforts to halt inflation, but “do not kill
us in the process of helping us.” A sus-
tained high-interest-rate policy to halt
inflation is something akin to giving a
person poison to cure cancer. The medi-
cine hurts so bad you cannot feel the
pain of the illness.
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This policy must be reversed, and the
American people cannot wait any longer.
The passage of this resolution will be a
statement by Congress that the continu-
ation of this policy is unacceptable and
should be reversed in an orderly but de-
termined way—starting immediately.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Arkansas for yield-
ing to me.

I rise to congratulate the gentleman
on the excellent and incisive statement
he is making on the floor today. Addi-
tionally I want to congratulate him on
the leadership he provided last week for
a group of us who joined together in the
introduction of this resolution calling
upon the administration to create a
systematic plan for rolling back these
interest rates to a manageable and liv-
able level. The gentleman from Arkansas
has been a prime sponsor of that resolu-
tion. Eighty-three of us in all have joined
a5 COSpONsors.

In connection with the remarks of the
gentleman that the high interest rate
policy has brought about the specter of
recession, I was interested to observe in
the Washington newspapers over the
weekend that unemployment now has
reached the highest level in the past 4
years. The gross national product did
not grow last year when it is compared
with the growth of the population. In-
dustrial production has fallen. The stag-
nation of the gross national product, the
decline in industrial production, and the
concommitant increase in unemployment
are unquestionably the results of this
highly restrictive monetary policy.

Yet this policy has not made any
measurable progress whatever toward its
announced goal of reducing the price
level. In spite of the fact that interest
rates are presently at their highest peak
in American economic history, prices rose
more last year than they had in any year
since 1951. Therefore, I think it clearly
demonstrable that the high interest rate
policy has been a total failure in its
announced goal of bringing about a re-
duction in the consumer price index.

By the end of 1969, most interest rates
had climbed to 4 percentage points above
their 1965 level. The suddenness and
steepness of the advance was totally un-
precedented. Almost every sector of the
economy has been hurt.

Local governments have found it im-
possible to sell bonds for essential im-
provements. Where city bond issues have
been negotiated, local taxpayers will be
bearing the burden of the high interest
rates through bigger local taxes for years
to come.

Federal taxpayers will have to come
forward with some $2 billion annually
in additional taxes simply to pay the
increase in interest on the national debt
which has been caused by the escalating
interest rates.

Homebuilding has been brought to a
screeching halt. Purchasers of houses
during the past year will be paying the
added pound of flesh for most of their
lives. A 1-percent increase in mortgage
interest will cost the purchaser of a
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$25,000 home approximately $6,300 in
extra tribute by the time he gets it paid
off.

The student loan program by which
the Government guaranteed banks ab-
solute and full repayment for moneys
loaned to college students has fallen
victim to the hard money policy.

Least tolerable of all effects, high in-
terest rates are exacting their greatest
toll from people who must borrow to
survive—farmers, workers and small
businessmen with modest profits, and
pensioners who have no profits at all.

Two charts demonstrate the fallacy of
the high interest rate policy as an anti-
inflationary gambit. The comparison
drawn in the first chart depicting the
percentage of change in four economic
indicators since mid-1965, makes two
conclusions inescapable.

First. While prime interest rates have
been skyrocketed to the highest level in
American history and almost 80 percent
above the figure of 4% years ago, the
consumer price index has risen by ap-
proximately 25 percent.

In the past year, during which interest
charges have undergone the most dra-
matic rise, prices have increased at an
even faster pace than before.

Second. Presumably the deliberate
skyrocketing of interest rates was in-
tended as a curb against borrowing. It
has not worked. Since mid-1965, con-
sumer indebtedness has grown by an
alarming 65 percent. It continued its
climb in 1969. Thus, instead of discour-
aging indebtedness, high interest has
merely increased the cost of indebtedness
and thus contributed to the total con-
sumer debt.

Leon Keyserling, testifying before the
caucus committee, makes the point that
the price of money is the most inflation-
ary commodity of all. He points out that
an increase in the price of artichokes is
considerably less inflationary than an
increase in the price of steel, since the
latter is used in the production of more
end commeodities than the former. But
the single commodity which figures in
the cost of almost every end product is
money—borrowed money. As its price in-
creases, the price of every end preduct
increases.

The second chart compares two fac-
tors in the economic history of the past
45 years, or since 1925. The two factors
are the average commercial interest rate
and the annual percent of change in the
per capita gross national product.

The line running straight across the
chart is a median. If the GNP grew
exactly in proportion to the population,
the lower line would parallel and con-
verge with the median line. What the
lower line represents, then, is the aver-
age citizen’s share in the annual growth
or decline of the GNP. The two lines,
seen together, point to several very in-
teresting conclusions.

First. Contrary to Federal Reserve
myth, interest rates are not a product
of the market. They are a product of de-
liberate governmental policy. During the
13 years from 1934 to 1947 the average
commercial interest rate remained rela-
tively stable—at or below 1 percent. This
was because of conscious government
policy.
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During this period, we recovered from
a devastating depression and fought the
greatest war in the Nation’s history.
During this period more money was bor-
rowed and the national debt increased
more markedly than at any like period of
American history. Notwithstanding, in-
terest rates remained stable and low be-
cause the Democratic administration
was determined to keep them stable and
low.

Second. The level of the interest rate
invariably and predictably exerts an in-
verse effect upon the gross national
product. The peaks and valleys of the
chart indicate dramatically that a rise
in interest rate almost always precipi-
tates a commensurate decline in the
GNP.

The fallacy of the current doctrine is
that the way to fight inflation is to curb
the economic growth rate. High interest
rates indeed perform this funection, but
as we have seen from the other chart
they do not necessarily bring about a
decline in prices.

It might even be concluded, in fact,
that as fewer goods are produced, an up-
ward trend in prices is usually brought
about.

Third. Observe that each square on
the chart represents for the lower line a
5-percent increase or decline in the per
capita GNP, and that each square in the
top line represents a 1-percent increase
or decline in the average commercial
interest rate.

The juxtaposition of the two lines
tempts one to a conclusion that altering
the interest rate downward or upward
by 1 percent can almost predictably be
expected to influence a 5-percent in-
crease or decrease in the per capita GNP.

Halting or depressing the growth of
the GNP is certainly not an acceptable
long-range economic policy for this
country for the obvious reason that un-
less we promote constant, steady, and
supportable economic growth such as to
create approximately 2 million new and
additional jobs in the private economy
every year, unemployment inevitably
follows.

So the administration policy of high
interest rates does not reduce prices. It
does not decrease the cost of living. It
does depress the GNP. It does lower the
rate of production. It does create unem-
ployment.

The goal should be steady economic
growth with price stability. The end re-
sult of the administration’s policy ap-
pears to be both price inflation and
economic depression, coexisting in the
same economy.

Unfortunately, the above-mentioned
charts cannot be duplicated for printing
in the RECORD.

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter,
including charts.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yvield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding and thank him for his concern
in this area of high interest rates.
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This is a problem that has been going
on for some time and not something that
suddenly developed in the 1 year of the
Nixon administration. I recall several
votes we had in the past year which have
been important and ecritical and bell-
wether votes as to what will be the policy
of the Congress of the United States on
interest. One involved the FHA and the
VA loans. There were 43 Congressmen
who voted against removing the then
current ceiling on the VA and FHA loans.
I voted against the removal of those ceil-
ings because I am very definitely opposed
to high, unlimited interest rates. Then
there was the student loan bill which
came up before the Congress—and all of
these came up in the last year. There
were 10 Congressmen here who voted
against increasing the maximum rate to
10 percent cn student loans. I am in favor
of student loans and in favor of VA and
FHA loans, but I voted against the stu-
dent loan increase to 10 percent because
I simply would not support the pleas of
our legislative leaders that unless we in-
creased the maximum permissible rate
there would be no money made available,
I think the money would be available.
However, that was all part of the escala-
tion of interest rates in this last year.
This Congress certainly shares a part of
the blame, I do not subscribe to the
theory of economists that the way to stop
inflation is to increase interest rates so
as to strangle our economy. I subscribe,
rather, to the theory that it is better to
produce more goods and to bring about
the production of more goods in our over-
all marketplace. By doing that we will
then be able to overcome some of the
deficit spending we have had in the past.
When you look at the cause of high in-
terest we find that it is asscciated with
several things. One is that for the past 8
years we have had a Government cen-
tered more upon providing services for
people than providing additional goods.
Now, when we put money into economy
and we do not produce a product, that
money is going to compete with all of
;;;hf preducts that are already in the mar-

et.

Two years ago we had a $25 billion
deficit. That means that this Nation
spent $25 billion more than it took in.
That $25 billion went into the economy
to compete for the products that were
already in existence and in excess of
what our gross national product was that
particular year. This was bound to be
inflationary. The results of it are now
being felt.

I was proud to join the gentleman in
his resolution calling for lower interest
rates. I support the activities of the
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency in that he has been con-
sistently sincere in his efforts to cut down
on the interest rates. I cannot say that
I support the gentleman in all of his
endeavors. But, certainly, he has been a
leader and been consistent in fighting
high interest rates which I think are
more detrimental to the economy of this
Nation than any single factor we have
confronting us at this time.

I, also, reluctantly voted for the tax
revision bill, for one reason. It eliminated
the investment tax credit. Many people
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said with reference to the investment
tax credit that this would be something
to help increase jobs. It did help increase
jobs. How did it help? It helped industry
to expand their facilities and start manu-
facturing new products. They got a
special tax credit when they bought new
production equipment. This is the way
the system worked. In the expan-
sion of these facilities new jobs were
created and these new employees made
new products and these products then
went into the mainstream of the Amer-
ican economy. This is the way, in my
estimation, to fight inflation. We fight in-
flation by inereasing our gross national
product more than by giving money away
and putting money into nonproductive
endeavors.

Certainly, we have to have our wel-
fare programs for those who are dis-
abled and cannot work, but for those
who can work, we should concentrate
upon providing jobs.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the
gentleman from Tennesee.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
for more than a year the American peo-
ple have been waiting for inflation to be
reversed or arrested. We were told that a
tightening of money brought about by an
increase in interest rates would end the
economy's inflationary spiral.

I am sad to say that our experience has
not proved this information to be cor-
rect. Prices have continued to move up-
ward, yet our productive economy is
slowing down. Tight money has had little
effect on the cost of living’s steady climb,
vet it has brought on the beginnings of
a recession.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, it is the
little American who most of all is feeling
the consequences of tight money. It is he
who finds himself unable to afford to
pay the new high prices of things he
wants and needs. It'is he who finds it
impossible to borrow the money to build
or buy a new house. It is he who must
face the spectre of unemployment.

Ironically, those who set our economic
policies will still be able to pay the new
prices and to get their loans. They will
not be laid off because of their employ-
ers’ forced curtailment policies.

Mr. Speaker, in the name of the little
people of this country, of the silent
Americans, I urge my colleagues to join
in support of the resolution calling for a
rollback in interest rates.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the gentle-
man from Tennessee for his comments.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I wish to
compliment the gentleman for bringing
this matter to the floor today to permit
us to have a colloquy on this very im-
portant problem of high interest rates
and inflation.

I think, however, the gentleman would
be doing a disservice if he would leave
the implication that the high interest
rates are just results of policies of the
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Nixon administration, in for a period of
just 1 year. I think it would be more
accurate to say that many of L. B. J.'s
chickens have come home to roost in the
Nixon nest.

Actually, I think in the President’s
state of the Union message he pointed
out that in the last decade we have had
a deficit of $57 billion, in the last 10
years; that we have spent that much
more than we have taken in.

Many of the people who are now upset
about the high interest rates have never
voted against a spending program dur-
ing their entire history in Congress, and
many of those same people are those who
opposed the surtax that would have al-
leviated the situation somewhat.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is quite clear
that the President and his administra-
tion are trying to roll back the interest
rates, and T think you will see action out
of the Federal Reserve Board within the
next few weeks that will indicate that
the interest rates will be rolled back.

We are all opposed to inflation, and
we do not want recessions or depressions,
and I think it is part of the responsibil-
ity of the Members of this House to help
clear this situation up by voting respon-
sibly and carefully selecting priorities.

Mr. MONAGAN., Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to compliment the gentleman too
for bringing to the floor a discussion of
this very important problem I was par-
ticularly struck by the statements the
gentleman made about unemployment
and the rising trend in unemployment,
because what I have today placed in the
Recorp elsewhere is a statement on this
trend in my own State of Connecticut
where there are over 10,000 more unem-
ployed voday than there were a year ago,
and in my own city of Waterbury, where
the rate of unemployment has gone from
4.7 percent to 6.7 percent in a year's
time.

The economy is not something that
can be turned on and off at will. I believe
it is important to call attention, as the
gentleman does, among other things, to
the danger that lies in connection with
this attempt of the administration to
control inflation. We are all in favor of
the objective, but the dangers in it are
tremendous and I hope that the admin-
istration’s financial officers will have
these dangers in mind and act cautiously
where jobs and family well-being are
concerned. I thank the gentleman for
pointing out some of these dangers here
today.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yielding,
and I wish to state that at the present
time we are in a recession, and on the
verge of a depression if something is not
done.

At the present time anyone can obtain
interest, that has money to loan, of from
8 to 8.5 percent from Federal agencies.
As a result of this money going out from
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our banks and savings and loan associa-
tions, and the business people, the little
people, the farmers and the homebuild-
ers, have no place to go for their loans.

Ninety-nine percent of the people in
our country, when they buy automobiles,
finance them. But at the present time,
with the interest rates up and money
scarce, this industry is in the doldrums
The estimate has been made to me by
those in this industry that 20 percent of
the car dealers in our country will go out
of business this year unless something is
done.

Ninety-five percent of the people in our
country who buy homes finance them. At
the present time they cannot borrow the
money to finance their homes. Therefore
the housing industry, which is a great in-
dusfry in our country, has been slowing
down to a stop. Not only that, but there
are allied industries that are failing. As
an example, take lumber. The sawmills
in my area are losing money and are
about to go under.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would say that it is
time for us to lower the interest rates. I
believe the administration should con-
sider doing its best fo influence the Fed-
eral Reserve Board to lower the exchange
rates, and to use all the influence that
they may have on the bankers of our
country to bring the interest rates down.

This is the time when rich people make
money. You get 815 or 914 or 10 percent
on your loan. Wealthy people make huge
sums of money. But the poor people, the
business people and the farmers, all
suffer.

So I call upon the administration today
to do what it can to lower the interest
rate. I thank the distinguished gentle-
man for his excellent presentation and
thank him for yielding.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) .

Mr. PATMAN. First, I want to con-
gratulate the gentleman, Mr. Speaker,
for making a very fine statement con-
cerning high interest rates. I congratu-
late the gentleman on becoming a mem-~
ber of that group that has sponsored
what is known as House Concurrent
Resolution 522, a resolution which was
introduced on March 4, just a few days
ago.

I am glad to know that you have 83
Members. You know the Members of
Congress can have influence, if they will
work together, and you are making a
wonderful start. I congratulate the en-
tire group for what they are doing and
I hope you do more of this.

¥You know there are a lot of fallacies
about the use of interest, credit, tight
money, and what should be done. But
there are certain things that we always
know about—we know the difference be-
tween right and wrong. People who know
the difference between right and wrong
know that there are a lot of things going
on in this country now involving interest
rates and the use of money that are ab-
solutely wrong.
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Housing today is the worst thing that
we have facing us. There is a serious
depression, and I do not mean recession—
I mean depression in housing. A person
who is making less than $13,000 a year
cannot finance a decent home for him-
self and for his family now. They are ab-
solutely out. Only the afiluent people are
building homes now—no one else can
afford to build homes, This situation is
dangerous for our country.

We talk about environmental quality.
Families, in order to have a proper en-
vironment for the rearing and educating
of their children, of course, must have
food, and they must have clothing, and
they must have shelter, a decent home in
which to rear and to educate their
children.

As it is now they can get the food and
they can get the clothing, but there is
no way that half the people of this Na-
tion can get proper housing for their
families—and that is one of the reg-
uisites for a decent environmental
aquality.

High interest rates can be corrected;
there is no question on earth about that.
I have gone through a period of time
when interest rates were kept down.
There is no question about that fact.
Members of both parties agreed on a
system of interest rates preceding World
War II, in the middle of 1939 when the
war was beginning in Europe. We knew
eventually we would get involved some-
how in that war and that it would take
a lot of money. We commenced to pre-
pare for that eventuality. President
Roosevelt got the Federal Reserve Board
together and said:

Now we are getting Into a wartime situa-
tion and we are going to spend more money
than we ever spent before. We cannot come
out of this as a nation and as a sovereign
country with any assurance of going on in
the future, as we have in the past, unless we

keep interest rates down. We must have low
interest rates.

The members of the Federal Reserve
Board did not agree with President
Roosevelt—that is, most of them did not.
This included the Federal Reserve Chair-
man Marriner Eccles, who had been a big
businessman and banker. He is one of
the best men I ever knew. He was a very
rich man and he did not believe in the
Roosevelt policy. But, he cooperated and
he carried out his promise to the Presi-
dent; and for 14 years, commencing
in June 1939, when the first war signs
and clouds were over Europe, until 1953,
until the first 3 months of 1953, we
had stable interest rates. The wholesale
rate, we will call it—which is the rate
charged on long-term Government
bonds—averaged less than 2% percent
through the 14 years. That shows that it
can be done when you have an adminis-
tration which wants to keep interest rates
low. You know, when the Government
owes a big national debt, it is almost im-
possible to visualize a situation where a
rerson would be justified in saying that a
big national debt can be used in the pub-
lic interest. But, in this case it can, as it
was in World War II and the Korean
war. By fixing the long-term rate on the
debt, that fixes comparable debts in pri-
vate business and industry. They follow
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right along with it, because the Govern-
ment debt represents so much of the total
debt that it prevails. That would prevail
today if the rates were pegged at a rea-
sonable level.

We have total debts of a trillion six
hundred billion dollars. If we wanted to
fix interest rates, the Government could.
Those low rates would prevail, just as
they did for 14 years when President
Roosevelt and President Truman were
in office.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gentlie-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Patman) has spoken of 14
years of war. It seems to me he is
stretching that all over the landscape.
That is the first time I have heard of
this country being in a war for 14 years.
Vietnam may produce a l4-year war
eventually. I do not know. But how many
years during that period were there
wage and price controls?

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman misun-
derstood me. I am sorry. When I men-
tioned 1939, I said we were not in a war
then, but we knew we were going to get
into a war. There were war clouds over
Europe. The signs showed that we were
becoming involved. We were getting
ready for what eventually fook place on
December 7, 1941.

Mr. GROSS. How many years are you
talking about?

Mr. PATMAN. I am talking about any
period that was influenced by a war.

Mr. GROSS. We are still being influ-
enced by war.

Mr. PATMAN. That is correct. You are
right.

Mr. GROSS. And by the effects of
World War II.

Mr. PATMAN. I believe if you will let
me finish, I think I would answer your
question. When we knew there was going
to be a war—in 1939—we commenced to
prepare. That is when we commenced to
fix interest rates low. We fixed interest
rates low and kept them that way for
14 years, including the first few months
of 1953, from 1939—2% percent and less
on long-term Government bonds. Even
when the Eisenhower administration
came in, January of 1953, there were two
bond issues floated, one of them at 23§
percent and one of them at 214 percent.
That showed that all during that time
the rate had been maintained at 2%
percent or less. It can be done. It could
be done right now. But it has not been
done.

I am not making a partisan issue of
this. The Republicans supported that
policy in the period I am talking about,
just the same as the Democrats did.
The mistake was made after it was all
over, and when efforts were made by
certain people to raise those rates and
they were successful in doing so. It was
not the Democrats doing it or the Re-
publicans doing it. There are people on
both sides who want high interest rates;
there are people on both sides who want
low interest rates.

But let me tell you, if you will pardon
me for another minute or two, what that
resulted in. In the year 1944 we experi-
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enced the darkest days of the United
States of America ever. We did not know
whether we were going to win that war
or not. We were in a bad condition. Peo-
ple were then saying that we had better
get ready for the worst. When we did
win the war, they said we would have a
severe depression. They would say,
“Name me one country, a major coun-
try, that ever engaged in a major war
and did not have a major depression
after that war was over.” And no one
could dispute that statement because it
was the truth. We were then in a major
war involving millions of people. Young
men were engaged in service around the
globe. Everybody said, “When they come
back here, if they get a job selling ap-
ples, they will be lucky. We will have the
worst depression we have ever had. Every
major country has always had a major
depression under those circumstances.”

And Members of Congress, be it said
to their credit, on both sides of the aisle
said, “We must not permit that to
happen.”

We got up the GI bill of rights, we got
up all kinds of rights for the returning
veterans. And because of the low interest
rates Mr. Truman—before he went out
as President—was able to pay $29 billion
on the national debt. That was something
that could not have been done except
under low interest rates. Also, our credit
was so good that the returning service-
men did not have to get out on the streets
as unemployed people. They became doc-
tors and lawyers and professional people
after they were educated under the GI
bill. One of the greatest strengths of this
country today is the education of these
fine young men.

Also, if the returning men wanted to
buy a home, the Government furnished
them the money at a reasonable rate of
interest. If they wanted to go into busi-
ness, the Government furnished money
at a reasonable rate of interest. There-
fore, we had a transition from war to
peace that was smooth, and it set a rec-
ord for all civilizations. This was a major
country coming out of a major war and
not having & major depression—because
of the low interest rates.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Of course we were able
to do that, because we were willing to
subsidize the economy in part by sub-
sidizing interest rates. I do not want to
argue with the gentleman, but if the
gentleman had his way he would start
the printing presses and turn out print-
ing press money. That would take care
of everything.

I would like to ask the gentleman from
Arkansas, what measures does he pro-
pose to use to curb inflation in place of
some form of interest rate control? What
other control does the gentleman pro-
pose to use?

I assume the gentleman is willing to
admit that we cannot continue spending
beyond income and borrow money with-
out having inflation. I wonder what the
gentleman proposes to use if interest
rates are reduced? What does the gen-
tleman propose to use in place of that
to curb inflation?

will the
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Mr. ALEXANDER. In response to the
gentleman from Iowa, I would like to
point out that I, along with a majority of
the House of Representatives, have sup-
ported the President on his effort to bal-
ance the budget. I supported his request
to continue the surtax in order to bring
in additional income with which to bal-
ance the budget.

The position that I have here—and I
think the point, in fact, in question—is
that the single-shot effort by the admin-
istration to use the interest rate alone
for a sustained period of time—as it has
now been used for such a period of time—
loses its effect as a fight against inflation.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman’s statement there is absolutely
correct. Here is the reason for it: Fight-
ing inflation with high interest is just as
illogical as fighting a fire with gasoline
instead of water. It just makes the situa-
tion worse.

Higher interest increases the prices of
goods on the shelves. When she shops the
following Saturday, the housewife will see
the prices reflect the interest rate in-
crease. When interest rates go up, prices
go up. There is inflation and more infla-
tion, and the worse it is for the country,

We have to stop inflation. We do not
want any worthless printing-press
money. We only want good money like
we have today. We must remember that
the dollar today will buy less in interest
than ever before in the history of these
United States.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tfleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT).

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion posed by the gentleman from Iowa
is a very valid question, and I think it
deserves a fair answer. The gentleman
from Iowa, if I recall, posed the question:
What, rather than high interest rates,
would the gentleman from Arkansas or
the gentleman from Texas propose as a
means of curbing inflation?

Mr. Speaker, I think the question has
two answers. The first answer is that
high interest rates in and of themselves
have not curbed inflation, and that they
are not likely to curb inflation. There are
several reasons for this,

First of all, as the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PATMAN) has so effectively
pointed out, an increase in the cost of
money makes itself felt in higher selling
prices for almost every commodity on
the market. It is historically manifested
that raising interest rates has not re-
duced prices except as it has spun the
country into a recession. In those cases,
the price reductions have not been the
result of high interest, but rather the
result of business recession caused by
high interest rates.

We need go no farther than the ex-
perience of the past year to discover that
the highest interest rates in history, far
from curbing the growth of prices, have
helped to bring about the greatest in-
crease in the Consumer Price Index since
the year 1951. The second part of the
answer is that there are less hurtful and
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more effective ways to curb rising infla-
tion. One of them, it seems to me, would
be a reinstitution of something in the
nature of wage-price guidelines.

The gentleman from Iowa asked the
question of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ParmaN): In how many of those
years he referred to were wage-price
controls in effect? If my memory serves
me correctly, wage-price controls were
in effect during World War II and a lim-
ited sense during the Korean war. In-
formal wage-price guidelines were in ef-
fect during the first 42 years of the
Kennedy-Johnson and later Johnson-
Humphrey administrations.

During this four-and-a-half-year pe-
riod, from 1960 into mid-1965, while t.pe
gross national product was rising, while
total employment was rising, while total
unemployment was falling, and unem-
ployment as a percentage of the labqr
force was falling, the price structure did
not rise except at a level of about 1 per-
cent a year. This was before the dramatic
upward trend in interest rates began.

But, during 1969, with the highest in-
terest rates in American history, the
Consumer Price Index rose by 6.1 per-
cent.

Mr. GROSS. While the debt was rising.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I do not have the floor
except at the courtesy of Mr. ALEXANDER.
As soon as I complete this comment I
am sure the gentleman from Arkansas,
who does control the time, will be de-
lighted to yield.

I believe a second point needs to be
made in this connection. The gentleman
from Iowa speaks of rising debt. The
purpose of raising interest rates ostensi-
bly was to curb borrowing, but it has
not curbed borrowing. Quite to the con-
trary, during the period of the last 4%
years in which interest rates have risen
most markedly—those were not all
Nixon years; some of those were John-
son years—daduring that period consumer
debt, instead of being discouraged, rose
by some 66 percent. Therein we have the
spectacle not only of the money in our
pockets bidding up the price of goods,
but of money we do not yet have and
merely hope to get going into the market
to bid up the price of goods.

So I believe it is demonstrably con-
clusive that increasing the cost of money
has not discouraged debt. Therefore, I
would suggest as a second alternative
means of curbing inflation a reinstitu-
tion of something in the nature of regu-
lation W, which existed during the
Korean period, wherein it was required
that anyone purchasing a large item on
installment payments must have a min-
imum downpayment, approximately 25
to 30 or in some cases 33 percent. This
curbs the growth of runaway debt in the
consumer market. It makes debi less
costly to the person incurring the debt,
and I believe in the long run is a favor
to the individual consumer, rather than
allowing him to go deeper and deeper
into debt and finding it harder and
harder and ever more costly to pay his
way out of debt.

An arrangement of this kind would be
anti-inflationary and far more healthy
than the present situation in which con-
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sumer debt is actually encouraged by low
downpayments and long amortization
periods and even by the insidious prac-
tice of sending credit cards through the
mail unsolicited.

May I say one other thing, and then
I will yield back to the gentleman from
Arkansas, because I am aware I have
consumed more time than I should.

The gentleman from Iowa very prop-
erly points out that unquestionably one
element in the inflationary spiral has
been the public debt. There is no ques-
tion about that. The gentleman is emi-
nently correct.

I should like to point out that during
the period in which the Government
borrowed more money than ever before
or since, during the period of World War
II, average commercial interest rates
remained well below 1 percent—below 1
percent. Today they are above 8 percent.
In fact, during the years from 1934 until
1947 the average commercial rates in
this country were below 1 percent. So
public debt, inflationary though it may
be, certainly dees not make high-interest
rates inevitable. It is no answer, there-
fore, to say that we must have high-in-
terest rates simply because we have a
public debt.

The average commercial interest rate
in this country did not reach 3 percent
until the year 1954. Today, of course,
the rates are in the neighborhood of 8
percent. All I am suggesting in this con-
nection is that interest rates, contrary to
popular myth, are not simply a result of
market conditions. Interest rates are the
result of deliberate Government policy.
They were kept low during that long
period from the mid-1930's to the early
1950’s notwithstanding the fighting of
a war and the recovery from a severe
depression, because it was the conscious
policy of the Government to keep them
low and hold them low. I believe that
was a wise policy. I think we should re-
turn to that general policy. Certainly we
need to move in that direction.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. THOMPSON) .

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia., Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WricHT) certainly made some good and
valid points. I, for one, do not favor wage
and price controls. I know some of those
in the labor sector have spoken to me
about this and said that it usually ends
up being wage controls and not much
price controls. Those in the management
sector have said that it ends up putting
a noose around their neck as to what
they can charge for their products. I
think that we should have a free econ-
omy, but I go back to the original state-
ment I made, which is one of the prob-
lems we have had in the past decade has
been that there has been a change in
thinking in this country in that we, the
Government, should provide more serv-
ices and concentrate on providing serv-
ices rather than on the production of
products.

Mr. Speaker, there are two types of
spending: that which produces wealth
and that which consumes wealth. Dur-
ing the early part of this decade when
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we did have a more stable structure in
this country so far as inflation is con-
cerned, we were building the forces that
led to the inflation that we have today,
because we were incurring this addi-
tional debt and putting more money into
the economy without creating new prof-
its. Our welfare programs and poverty
programs I am speaking of. Rather than
creating profits, they were simply put-
ting money into the economy without
the creation of something tangible which
people could buy and produce a profit.
During the early 1930's, in the Roose-
velt period, I was a kid, but one thing
I recall was WPA and some of those
other programs. These were putting
money into the economy which also cre-
ated wealth. The country was being made
more wealthy because of the various pro-
grams where they were building roads
and highways and buildings. Every time
a building is built the country is wealth-
ier by that much. Every time a house is
built the country is one house wealthier.
The same goes for the construction of
television sets, cars, or whatever. How-
ever, when you simply give subsistence,
whether it is $1 or $1 billion, to some-
one, the country is actually poorer be-
cause there is no offsetting product
there. That money is being used to com-
pete with all of the other produects in
existence. This is one of the overriding
things that we have to look forward to.
I happen to favor additional public works
programs. I would like to see more high-
ways built, more rapid transit systems
built, where people are creating wealth.
Let us make more jobs for people that
way rather than to have handouts on
various doles.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN, May I say to the gentle-
man that I am real proud of him and
my good friend and colleague, Jim
WricHT, for initiating this fine resolu-
tion. It creates interest in a subject that
is one of the most important subjects we
have in the country today. The more
discussion we have the better solution
we will have to offer, and solutions can
be offered, I assure the gentleman.

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)
~ Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Pres-
ident of the United States has full power
to bring about lower interest rates.

President Nixon, of course, has the
great Presidential weapon of moral sua-
sion which could be used to bring about
an immediate lowering of interest rates
charged by the commercial banks. This
“jawboning” technique is well accepted
and has been used by many Presidents to
protect the public interest.

President Kennedy used moral sua-
sion to force a reduction in steel prices
and President Johnson forced a rollback
of the prime rate through the same
technique.

But the Republican administration is
apparently too far in debt to the banking
industry to use moral suasion against
high interest rates.

In addition to moral suasion, Presi-
dent Nixon was granted a broad set of
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standby authorities to control credit and
interest rates in Public Law 91-151
passed by the Congress in the closing
days of the first session of the 91st
Congress.

This law gives the President full au-
thority to require the Federal Reserve
to control virtually any aspect of credit
transactions. The President can insist on
a control of interest rates, downpay-
ments, maturities, and similar transac-
tions involving credit. The President
could require that the Federal Reserve
limit credit for plant expansion and
thus slow inflationary tendencies in this
area.

But the President of the United States
and the Republican Party refuse to use
this law. They refuse to use moral suasion
or anything else that might go against
the wishes of the banking fraternity.

Mr. Speaker, we are seeing a repeat of
the permissivenss of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration when our interest rate
troubles really began.

When the Republicans took over in
1953, President Eisenhower claimed that
the Federal Reserve System was some-
how independent from the rest of the
Government. President Eisenhower was
totally and sadly mistaken about the
law, but his support of the “independ-
ence” myth let the Federal Reserve and
the bankers loose to prey on the Ameri-
can public.

As a result, in 1953—with William Mc-
Chesney Martin in charge of the Federal
Reserve—the interest rates started sky-
rocketing.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the Recorp a
table showing how the Democratic ad-
ministrations kept the interest rates
down between 1939 and early 1953, a
period of depression, war, and inflation—
a period of good times and bad times. The
table shows how interest started climb-
ing in 1953 after the Federal Reserve was
allowed to claim its “independence.”
Yields on long-term Government bonds 1939

to present
[Percent per annum]
Years:
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Mr. Speaker, this is over a 50-percent
increase.

Of course, the rates have continued to
go up and in 1967, they climbed to 4.85
on long-term Government securities and
to 5.26 in 1968, and to 6.80 in 1969,
Prime rate (1939 to 1969) percent per annum

Source: Federal Reserve Board.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I am still at a loss to un-
derstand what you gentlemen would
substitute for interest rates. No one likes
to pay high interest rates. But, what
would you substitute for drastically low-
ering interest rates? What would you
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substitute for it as a brake upon in-
flation?

Obviously, Congress is not in any
mood to slow spending. We have just
passed the Departments of Labor,
Health, Education, and Welfare appro-
priation bill which carried an amount
of between $650 million to $680 million
above the President’s budget. I see no
real evidence around here that anyone
is willing to cut spending.

What do you propose to substitute in
place of interest rates?

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WriGHT) mentioned regulation W. Well,
regulation W could be so applied as to
be just as devastating as high interest
rates; is that not the fact? It could be
so inflicted that we would have the
same result stagnating the economy.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

In response to the question of the gen-
tleman from Iowa I think the essential
difference between something in the na-
ture of regulation W and high interest
rates as a curb against borrowing is, first,
that regulation W was an effective curb
against galloping consumer debt; where-
as high interest rates have not been an
effective curb. The consumer debt has
gone higher and it has simply become
more costly to the poor fellow in debt.

Second, I think the difference would
be that a curb in the nature of regulation
W would make it harder to get into debt
and easier to get out of debt; whereas
high interest rates make it easier to get
into debt but much more difficult to get
out of debt.

Mr. GROSS. But, it could stagnate the
economy as well as high interest rates.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, it is at least
conceivable that an unwise and injudi-
cious administration of such a policy,
acting without discretion or restraint,
could apply it with vengeance in a fall-
ing economy. Even in such a case as that,
however, I do not think it would be as
devastating to the average consumer by
any stretch of the imagination as high
interest rates.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. May I state that the
gentleman from Iowa wants to know
what the substitute is for high interest.
The substitute is lower interest. High in-
terest rates are not necessary, not neces-
sary at all. They are justified by the peo-
ple who want high interest rates in order
to make more money by saying that “We
are using the marketplace; we are using
the rate that is fixed in the marketplace
where this competition exists for the
money—the money managers are using
the marketplace rate.” But, they are
overlooking the fact that the people who
buy homes cannot pay the interest rates
that the speculators and gamblers and
high interest rate loan sharks in this
country pay. They are in competition
with people to whom it does not make
any difference about the interest rates.
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We should have two types of rates of in-
terest. We should have one rate for
homes af, say, 5 percent or 5)2 percent
or 6 percent. This rate could be estab-
lished tomorrow by the allocation of
credit. We have plenty of money for
everything else. One of the biggest banks
in this country recently took money from
159 of their trust accounts and ir; co-
operation with others bought $1 million
shares of stock in an enterprise in the
Bahamas whose principal business is a
gambling institution. They have plenty
of money for gamblers but no money for
housing. No matter how high you make
interest rates, money will not flow to the
housing market because the people who
have the money have too many other
ways to invest it at higher rates. The
home buyers cannot compete with the
gamblers.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding to me. I hope the gentle-
man continues to fight for this objec-
tive, The gentleman and the group co-
sponsoring this resolution ought to be
highly commended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that the gentleman from
Arkansas has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr, THOMPSON) .

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Currency
has mentioned a very good point. High
interest rates do not, in and of them-
selves, curb inflation. When a business
has to pay a high interest rate, his prod-
uct is going up because he bases the cost
of that product on the cost of his money.

But there are other factors other than
high interest rates as to what can be
done, in answer to the gentleman from
Towa (Mr. Gross), and that is less spend-
ing, particularly less spending in the field
that is consumer spending, or those areas
that do not produce wealth, is one area.

It would be interesting to know how
many people on this resolution actually
voted against the high interest rates that
voted for the school loans and the FHA
and veteran loan bills. I know on the
school loans there were only 10, so obvi-
ously there were a number who voted
for high interest, and they are decrying
high interest now.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, 3 percent of that 10-per-
cent interest rate is subsidized by the
Federal Government.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has consumed 1
minute.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleagues for their concern
in this matter, and in taking some of
their valuable time in order to address
themselves to this very serious problem.

As I said before this is not an attempt
to legislate, but merely to advise. It is
my hope that the voices of the people of
this country will be heard in the inner
sanctums of the Federal Reserve as a
result of this debate—and I think they
have been.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, most peo-
ple realize that the strength of our eco-
nomic system comes from the diversity
provided by our small business sector.
This diversity exists because the open-
ness of our business structure allows al-
most anyone with a salable idea, and a
willingness to back it with hard work
and a little money, to become an inde-
pendent businessman. As a resulf, the
wealth of our economy is shared more
broadly than in any other country in
the world. Not only do hundreds of thou-
sands of businessmen have a stake in
this system, but wage earners as well,
who are able to select from such a great
array of goods and services provided by
the small business sector that their earn-
ings can buy value unknown to wage
earners in the rest of the world.

With a sound instinet to protect the
diversity of our system, we have erected
barriers over the years against excessive
bigness that could damage small busi-
ness by enacting antitrust laws, and by
vigorously prosecuting violators. Legisla-
tion pending before this Congress to re-
strain the growth of one bank holding
companies and conglomerates is a part
of this continuing effort to maintain an
economy in which small business may
play its vital role.

Yet in 1 year, the Nixon administra-
tion’s economic policies are doing more
damage to the health of the small busi-
ness sector than all the activities of big
businesses that may yet have robber-
baron instincts.

The highest interest rates since the
Civil War have dried up profits—and
more vitally, operating capital—for small
business. The small business sector is
running out of money. With no reserves
to cushion them, small businesses are
caught in a self-destruct cycle that can
cascade with disastrous consequences:
Most customers of small businesses are
themselves small businessmen. Not only
are they having trouble making business
payments, they are in turn having trou-
ble collecting payments. A business at-
torney from California attested in a re-
cent letter to me that high interest rates
are compounding the problems of small
businessmen in another manner: Large,
moneyed customers are also delaying
payments because the longer they can
keep money in their possession the more
profit they can reap.

The only solution for many small busi-
ness firms is to sell out to larger corpo-
rations. Like tenant farmers, small busi-
nessmen are being forced to become
corporate employees, and business is be-
coming more and more concentrated in
the hands of the few.

After a year of the highest interest
rates since the Civil War and the high-
est inflation rate since the Korean war,
the Nixon administration should have
learned by now that high interest rates
do not cure inflation, but rather feed it.
If President Nixon's economic advisers
feel that today’s steadily rising prices can
be shrugged off as a painful but tem-
porary consequence all of us must pay in
order to prove the correctness of their
theories, do these theorists believe that
the consequences to our small business
sector can also be shrugged off ? Since 80
percent of the businesses in this country
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have taxable incomes of less than $25,000
a year, and 94 percent less than $100,000,
they would be shrugging their shoulders
at peril fo the biggest and most vital
part of our economy.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to associate myself
with the remarks by the gentlemen from
Texas and Arkansas.

The administration's policy of high
interest and tight money has been a
failure in holding down prices and curb-
ing the rate of inflation.

Record high interest rates—at the
highest level since the Civil War—have
increased the cost of borrowing money
by 41 percent since last year. This addi-
tional cost is passed on to the consumer.
As a consequence, this past year, 1969,
was the most inflationary 12 months
since the Korean war.

In December 1968 the Consumer Price
Index was at a level of 123.6. In January
1970 the Consumer Price Index had risen
to 131.8. In other words, In January 1970
it took $131 to purchase the same goods
and services that $123 bought in Decem-
ber 1968,

Food is more expensive this year. The
demand for food is constant—yet, the
prices for food are up 5.5 percent above
a year ago. Meat, poultry, and fish prices
have increased by over 12 percent. As a
result, the housewife either spends 5%
percent more money at the grocery store
this year or the family eats 55 percent
less food than last year.

Perhaps the industry which is bearing
the major brunt of the high interest rate
policy is the housing industry. Most
families cannot afford to buy a home at
this fime. A home that sold for $20.910
in 1968 now sells for $22.000. The U.S.
News & World Report states that month-
ly payments on a typical new house now
run more than $290 per month. If a
family spends one-fourth of its income
on housing, then a family must make
$14,000 a year to purchase this home.
Yet, less than one family in five makes
that much money.

New housing construction is at low
level of production. The administration,
by continuing high interest rates, seems
to presume that housing construction
can be postponed. This premise must be
rejected and the housing of our people
must be a top priority. A reduction in
interest rates will be a positive step in
;r;utg;!ng the housing industry back on its

eet.

Consequently, I am joining with 83 of
my colleagues in urging the administra-
tion to make every effort to alter its
policy of high interest rates.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, last week
I was happy to once again express the
Congress’ concern over high interest
rates. Today's discussion underscores the
need for congressional action on this
proposal. It is my understanding that
the distinguished chairman of the
Banking and Currency Committee has
indicated his willingness to hold hear-
ings on the resolution in the near fu-
ture. Chairman Parman, Congressman
ALEXANDER, and Congressman WRIGHT are
to be commended for their leadership
on this timely and important issue.

For the last 14 months this Govern-
ment has pursued a policy of high inter-
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est rates in an effort to combat inflation.
The results have been anything but suc-
cessful. Prices are at an all time high;
unemployment is rising; the housing in-
dustry has almost collapsed at a time
when millions of Americans need and
cannot find better housing.

High interest rates are not halting in-
flation. Instead, they are contributing to
it. The high interest rates paid by man-
ufacturers, distributors, and retailers are
being passed on to you and me—the con-
sumer. It is the consumer and small
businessman that is being hurt by this
Federal policy.

With our growth rate slowing and un-
employment rising, I certainly hope that
the administration will carefully review
its policy on the interest rate and urge
the Federal Reserve Board to take steps
necessary to gradually reduce the prime
interest rate.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, the average
American does not realize the extent to
which he is being vietimized by the Nixon
administration policy of excessively
high-interest rates.

This fiscal policy has siphoned off from
the average American billions of dollars.
Banks have reaped fantastic profits dur-
ing the past 14 months.

For example, on a 30-year, $20,000
house mortgage, the workingman buying
a home for his family is forced to pay an
additional $5,000 for each 1 percentage
point boost in the interest rate and prime
interest rates have gone up more than 2
percentage points since President Nixon
was elected.

The Nixon administration has added
$10,000 in interest charges to the cost of
a $20,000 home. This is half the price of
the house itself.

How many people have suffered under
this policy of the Nixon administration?
Every American who has bought a home
in the last year and 2 months has lost
heavily because of the high-interest rate
policy.

Even more shocking, an interest boost
of 1 percentage point—which is a 13.3-
percent increase in the cost of money—
costs the workingman more than the en-
tire on-site labor cost of building his
house—the total wages and fringe ben-
efits of all the workers who built the
house. Who is to blame for the housing
depression? Certainly not American
labor, for their wages are less than half
of the additional cost added to the price
of a house during the period of the Nixon
administration so far.

When the President was elected the
prime interest rate was 64 percent.
Commercial banks raised the prime rate
five times during the past year—a rate of
increase unmatched in the history of
this country.

The prime rate now stands at 81 per-
cent. This is the rate the commercial
banks charge to their most favored cus-
tomers, such as large corporations. The
average taxpayer buying a home pays
much more. In some areas interest rates
on home mortgages are upward of 10
percent.

Let us look at how much the home
buyer pays at 10 percent. When you ob-
tain a 30-year mortgage on a $30,000

house you will pay $97,000 for it. The
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interest paid to the banks is $67,000,
more than twice the cost of the house.

Higher interest costs, of course, are
not reflected only in the cost of housing.
This is only the most dramatic and pain-
ful manifestation of the high interest
rate policy of the Nixon administration.
These interest rates increase the cost of
groceries and everything else on the
shelves of all the stores in America.
They are like gasoline being poured on
the fires of inflation.

All across America, working people are
being laid off, small businesses are clos-
ing down, people are getting nervous
about the economic health of their Na-
tion. This is because of the blind dog-
matic adherence of the administration
to this simplistic solution to inflation—
high-interest rates.

As a cosponsor of the concurrent reso-
lution on high-interest rates, I am de-
lighted to join in urging a change in the
Nixon administration policy. I urge that
the House Committee on Banking and
Currency hold hearings on this matter
so that the American people can be told
the full story of exaectly how this admin-
istration is hurting the average family
and its pocketbook.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material on the subject of my
Special Order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

WITNESS IMMUNITY, GRAND JURY
REFORM, AND ORGANIZED CRIME

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GeTTYS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
PorrF) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. POFF, Mr. Speaker, on January
20, 1970, the supreme court of New Jer-
sey, speaking unanimously through
Chief Justice Weintraub, handed down
its decision in Zicarelli v. The New Jer-
sey State Commission of Investigations
(N.J. Sup. Ct. 1-20-70). This was an
appeal from an order incarcerating the
defendants until they answered, under
immunity, certain questions asked them
by the commission. This decision con-
tains excellent analyses of the issues in
title I, grand jury, and title II, immu-
nity, of S. 30, the Organi.ed Crime Con-
trol Act of 1970, now pending before the
House Judiciary Committee.

Mr. Chief Justice Weintraub carefully
considered the issue of use-restriction
immunity, and concluded, as did the
other body, that this type of immunity
is both constitutional, and a valuable
law-enforcement tool. His analysis of the
nature of the New Jersey State Commis-
sion of Investigation is informative and
valuable as the function of the commis-
sion's power is similar to the grand jury
report provisions of title I of S. 30. Chief
Justice Weintraub concluded that the
commssion plays a legitimate and val-
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uable role in New Jersey’s fight against
organized crime, without trampling the
rights of the citizens of New Jersey.

The language of the New Jersey im-
munity statute (N.J.S.A. 52: 9 M-1(b)
before the court is as follows:

(One who complies with a Commission
order to answer) shall be immune from hav-
ing such responsive answer given by him or
such responsive evidence produced by him,
or evidence derived therefrom used to ex-
pose him to criminal prosecution or penalty
to a forfeiture of his estate.

The comparable language of title IT of
S. 30 is as follows:

No such testimony or other information so
compelled under the order or evidence or
other information which is obtained by the
exploitation of such testimony may be used
against the witness in any criminal case . . .

The New Jersey Supreme Court joined
the States of New York (People v. La
Bello, 249 NE 2d 412 (1969), and Cali-
fornia (Byers v. People (Sup. Ct. Calif.
9-16-69)) in holding that prosecution
immunity is not required by the fifth
amendment. All of these cases relied on
Murphy v. Waterfront Com., 378 U.S. 52
(1964) as authority for the proposition
that only use-restriction immunity is re-
quired. Chief Justice Weintraub stated:

Murphy held and Gardner [v. Broderick,
392 U.S. 273 (1968) | repeated that the Fifth
Amendment requires protection only from
the use of the compelled testimony and the
leads it furnishes, and that protection our
statute expressly provides. (p. 20)

Chief Justice Weintraub earlier stated
that use-restriction immunity was not
only constitutional, it was needed for ef-
fective law enforcement:

We are satisfied that the Fifth Amendment
does not require immunity from prosecution.
An immunity of that breadth exceeds the
protection the Fifth Amendment accords.
More importantly, to find that demand in the
Fifth Amendment would in practical terms
deny state government access to facts it must
have to meet its duty to secure the well-
being of all its citizens, We heretofore
deemed the Constitution to require immu-
nity against use of testimony rather than
immunity from prosecution, see State v.
Spindel, 24 N.J. 395, 404405 (1957), and
recently our Legislature, in adopting the
Model State Witness Immunity Act, sub-
stituted an immunity from use for an im-
munity from prosecution. See In Re Addo-
nizio, 53 N.J. 107, 114-115 (1968). (pp. 19-20)

Mr. Speaker, during the debates with
the other body on S. 30, there was an
attempt to amengd title I to prohibit the
naming of individuals. That amendment
was defeated. The Washington Post, of
January 30, 1970, page Al8, column 2,
concurring with the opposition to title I,
suggested that investigations would be
better conducted by commissions. The
difference between these commissions
and a title I grand jury is not obvious
to me. Indeed, insofar as these commis-
sions are appointed, the main distinc-
tion is apparently that it would be easier
to influence a commission investigation
through the appointing process than a
grand jury with its impartial selection
procedures. However that may be, the
function of the New Jersey State Com-
mission of Investigation—SCI—and the
function of the title I grand jury as re-
gards the report power are very similar.
The SCI is empowered to investigate and




6412

report on law enforcement, with par-
ticular emphasis on organized crime, the
conduct of public officials and general
matters concerning the public welfare
and to recommend changes in law or law
enforcement. Title I grand juries are au-
thorized to report on organized crime
conditions and the conduct of public of-
ficials, and make recommendations with
respect to laws or law enforcement.

Although the SCI is directed to in-
form the public of its findings, it is npt
required to make findings as to the guilt
of individuals. Title I of S. 30, of course,
limits the reporting power to situations
where they have found no grounds for
indictment and thus guilt of the indi-
vidual cannot be an issue. The hearings
in this instance before the SCI were pri-
vate, as are grand jury hearings.

The New Jersey Supreme Court relied
heavily on Hannah v. Larche, 363 U.S.
420 (1960) in its approval of the SCI
functions. Hannah concerned the pro-
cedures of the U.S. Civil Rights Commis-
sion. This, of course, involved public
hearings, nondisclosure of complainants,
and limitations on the right to confront
and cross-examine witnesses. The U.S.
Supreme Court there stated:

[I]ts function is purely investigative and
factfinding. It does not adjudicate. It does
not hold trials or determine anyone's civil
or criminal liability. It does not issue orders.
Nor does it indlct, punish, or impose any legal
sanctions. It does not make determinations
depriving anyone of his life, liberty, or prop-
erty. In short, the Commission does not and
cannot take any affirmative action which will
affect an individual’s legal rights. The only
purpose of its existence is to find facts which
may subsequently be used as the basis for
legislative and executive action. 363 U.B. at
441, 4 L.Ed. 2d at 1320.

The Court noted that any adverse con-
sequences to those being investigated,
such as subjecting them to public op-
probrium, were purely conjectural, and,
in any case, were merely collateral and
“not the result of any affirmative deter-
minations made by the Commission.” 363
U.S. at 443, 4 L. Ed. 2d at 1322.

Thus the U.S. Supreme Court would
limit the right of a commission to make
a comment on the guilt of a person, but
was not particularly concerned by public
opprobrium of those persons subject to
investigation.

The Court also used the analogy be-
tween different investigatory bodies:

Although we do not suggest that the grand
jury and the Congressional investigating
committee are identical in all respects to the
Civil Rights Commission, we mention them,
in addition to the executive agencies and
commissions created by Congress, to show
that the rules of this Commission are not
alien to those which have historically gov-
erned the procedure of investigations con-
ducted by agencies in the three major
branches of our Government. Ibid.

Some opposition to title I reports was
founded on the principle of separation of
powers. Under New Jersey law, as the
court so aptly analyzed the problem, this
argument is specious. Their analysis is,
I think, applicable to that same power-
separation principle in the Federal Gov-
ernment. They stated:

(1) “The power to investigate reposes in
all three branches.” Zicarelli at 11. See also
Hannah v. Larche, 363 U .S. 420, 449 (1960).
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(2) “A separation-of-powers issue would
arise only if the Legislature authorized the
8.CI1. to go beyond investigation and to take
action which invades an area committed
exclusively to another branch." Zicarelli at 12.

As the title I grand jury has no power
to act, there is no derogation from the
power-separation principle.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the legislature,
the courts, and the State commission of
investigation in New Jersey for their ef-
forts to rid their State of evil influence of
organized crime. The Federal Govern-
ment has the authority and the obliga-
tion to do all it can to aid in this effort.
S. 30, passed by the other body, gives this
body the opportunity to act. I sincerely
hope that we do not pass up the oppor-
tunity. If we fail to act, then we will
properly be condemned by both the
ghetto dweller enslaved by narcotics and
the legitimate businessman victimized by
the predatory tactics of the mob.

The opinion follows:

|Supreme Court of New Jersey, A-57/58/59,
September Term 1969]

In THE MATTERS OF JOSEPH ARTHUR ZICARELLI,
ROBERT BasSILE OCCHIPINITI, AND ANTHONY
RuUsso, CHARGED WIrH CIvin. CONTEMPT OF
THE STATE COMMISSION OF INVESTIGATION

(Joseph Arthur Zicarelli, Robert Basile
Occhipinti, and Anthony Russo, Appellants,
v. The New Jersey State Commision of In-
vestigation, Respondent,)

Argued December 15, 1969. Decided Janu-
ary 20, 18970. On appeal from the Superior
Court, Law Division, Mercer County.

Mr. Michael A. Querques argued the cause
for appellant Zicarelli; Mr. Samuel D. Bozza
argued the cause for appellant Occhipinti
(Mr. Daniel E. Isles and Mr. Harvey Weiss-
bard, of counsel and on the brief; Messrs.
Querques Isles & Weissbard, atterneys for
appellant Zicarelll).

Mr. William Pollack argued the cause for
appellant Russo.

Mr. Wilbur H. Mathesius and Mr. Kenneth
P. Zauber argued the cause for respondent.

The opinion of the Court was delivered by
Weintraub, C. J.

Appellants refused to answer questions
before the State Commission of Investigation
(herein S.C.I.) and persisted In that refusal
notwithstanding a grant of immunity. Upon
the S.C.1.'s application to the Superior Court,
each was ordered to be incarcerated until he
answered. We certified their appeals before
argument in the Appellate Division.

II

Appellants contend the statute creating
the S.C.I. denies due process of law in vio-
lation of the Fourteenth Amendment be-
cause individuals summoned before the
Commission are denied the protections ac-
corded an accused by the Bill of Rights.! The
argument rests upon the false premise that
the role of the S.C.I is to decide whether an
individual has committed a crime and to
publicize the verdict. That is not its mission.

For this reason, appellants’ reliance upon
Jenkins v. McKeithen, — U.S. —, 23 L. ed.
2d 404 (1969), is misplaced. That case in-
volved a Louisiana statute which created a
body called the Labor-Management Com-

1The B.C.I. contends that appellant Zi-
carelll is estopped to argue the constitution-
ality of the statute in its entirety or of the
immunity provision because he was defeated
on both scores In a proceeding in the United
States District Court for the District of New
Jersey and withdrew his appeal from the
judgment there entered. We pass this objec-
tion since the issue must be met at the be-
hest of the other appellants, and even as
to Zicarelll “collateral estoppel” would not
be a satisfying basis for decision.
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mission of Inquiry. The Commission con-
sisted of nine members appointed by the
Governor. The Commission could act only
upon referral by the Governor when, in his
opinion, there was substantial indication of
“widespread or continuing violations of
existing criminal laws' affecting labor-man-
agement relations. Upon such referral the
Commissicn was to proceed by public hear-
ing to ascertain the facts, and was required
to determine whether there was probable
cause to believe such criminal violation had
occurred. Such findings were to be sent to
appropriate federal or state law enforcement
officlals, and although not evidential In any
trial, the findings were to be made public
and could include conclusions as to specific
individuals.

In Jenkins the trial court dismissed the
complaint on motion. Four members of the
Court, in an opinion by Mr. Justice Marshall,
thought there was enough to warrant a hear-
ing upon the complaint and hence reversed
the judgment: two members of the Court
thought the statute was invalld on its face;
and the remaining three voted to affirm the
trial court’s judgment upholding the statute.

Mr. Justice Marshall stressed that the
Commission had no role whatever in the leg-
islative process. He pointed to the Commis-
slon’s power to make public findings with
respect to individual guilt of erime and cited
the allegations in the complaint that the
power was so used “to brand them as crim-
inals in public” (— US. at —, 23 L. ed. 2d
at 420). He continued that “In the present
context, where the Commission allegedly
makes an actual finding that a specific In-
dividual is guilty of a crime, we think that
due process requires the Commission to af-
ford a person being investigated the right to
confront and cross-examine the witnesses
against him, subject only to traditional lim-
itaticns on those rights,” and as well the
right to call witnesses, subject to reasonable
restrictlons. (— US. at —, 23 L. ed. 2d at
421.) Finally the opinion emphasized that it
did not hold that appellant was entitled to
declaratory or injunctive relief but only that
he was entitled to a chance “to prove at trial
that the Commission is designed to and does
indeed act in the manner alleged in his com-
plaint, and that its procedures fail to meet
the requirements of due process.” (— U.8S. at
—, 23 L. ed. 2d at 422.)

It should be stressed that both the plural-
ity opinion and the dissenting opinion un-
reservedly reaffirmed Hannah v. Larche, 363
U.S. 420, 4 L. ed. 2d 1307 (1860), which had
rejected a similar attack upon the statute
creating the Civil Rights Commission. Dis-
tinguishing Hannah, Mr. Justice Marshall in
Jenkins sald ( US. at , 23 L. ed.
2d at 419-420):

“The appellants in Hannah were persons
subpoenaed to appear before the Civil Rights
Commission in connection with complaints
about deprivations of voting rights. They
objected to the Civil Rights Commission’s
rules about nondisclosure of the complain-
ants and about limitations on the right
to confront and cross-examine witnesses. This
Court ruled that the Commission’s rules were
consistent with the Due Process Clause of
the Fifth Amendment. The Court noted that
‘“[d]ue process” is an elusive concept. Its
exact boundaries are undefinable, and its
contents varies according to specific factual
contexts. . . . Whether the Constitution re-
guires that a particular right obtalned in a
specific proceeding depends upon a com-
plexity of factors. The nature of the alleged
right involved, the nature of the proceeding,
and the possible burden on that proceeding,
are all considerations which must be taken
into account.' 363 U.S., 442, 4 L. Ed. 2d at 1321.

“In rejecting appellants’' challenge to the
Civil Rights Commission’s procedures, the
Court placed great emphasis on the investiga-
tory function of the Commission:

*“ ‘[I]ts function is purely investigative and
fact-finding. It does not adjudicate. It does
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not hold trials or determine anyone's civil or
criminal liabilty. It does not issue orders. Nor
does it indict, punish, or impose any legal
sanctions. It does not make determinations
depriving anyone of his life, liberty, or
property. In short, the Commission does not
and cannot take any affirmative action which
will affect an individual's legal rights. The
only purpose of its existence is to find facts
which may subsequently be used as the basis
for legislative and executive action.' 363 U.S.
at 441, 4 L. Ed. 2d at 1320.

“The Court noted that any adverse conse-
quences to those being investigated, such as
subjecting them to public opprobrium, were
purely conjectural, and, in any case, were
merely collateral and ‘not . . . the result of
any affirmative determinations made by the
Commission. . . ." 363 U.S., at 443, 4 L. 2d
at 1322.”

The S.C.I. is in no sense an “accusatory”
body within the meaning of Jenkins. Rather,
in words which Jenkins repeated from Han-
nah, the purpose of the S.C.I. is “to find facts
which may subsequently be used as the basis
for legislative and executive action.” This
plainly appears from a review of the statute.

The S.C.I1. consists of four members, two
appointed by the Governor and one each by
the President of the Senate and the Speaker
of the General Assembly. N.J.S.4. 52:9M-1.
Section 2 of the statute reads:

“The commission shall have the duty and
power to conduct investgiations in connec-
tion with:

a. The faithful execution and effective en-
forcement of the laws of the State, with par-
ticular reference but not limited to orga-
nized crime and racketeering.

b. The conduct of public officers and public
employees, and of officers and employees of
public corporations and authorities;

C. Any matter concerning the public peace,
public safety and public justice.”

Section 2 provides:

“At the direction of the Governor or by
concurrent resolution of the Legislature the
commission shall conduct investigations and
otherwise assist in connection with:

a. The removal of public officers by the
Governor;

b. The making of recommendations by the
Governor to any other person or body, with
respect to the removal of public officers;

¢. The making of recommendations by the
Governor to the Legislature with respect
to changes in or additions to existing pro-
visions of law required for the more effec-
tive enforcement of the law.”

Section 4 requires the S.C.I. to investi-
gate any department or State agency at the
direction or request of the Legislature or the
Governor or such department or agency.
Upon the request of the Attorney General, a
county prosecutor or any other law enforce-
ment official, the S.C.I. shall cooperate with,
advise and assist them in the performance
of their official powers and duties. Section 5.
The S.C.I. shall cooperate with federal offi-
clals in the investigation of violations of fed-
eral laws within the State, section 6, and may
consult and exchange information with offi-
cers of other States, section 7, and whenever
it shall appear to the Commission that there
is cause for the prosecution for a crime, or
for the removal of a public officer for mis-
conduct, the Commission shall refer the evi-
dence to the officials authorized to conduct
the prosecution or to remove the public of-
ficer. Section 8.

The legislative mission of the S.C.I, evi-
dent in section 3 quoted above, is emphasized
by section 10 which reads:

“The commission shall make an annual
report to the Governor and Legislature which
shall include its recommendations. The com-
mission shall make such further interim re-
ports to the Governor and Legislature, or
either thereof, as it shall deem advisable, or
as shall be required by the Governor or by
concurrent resolution of the Legislature.”
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Section 11 does provide that—

“By such means and to such extent as it
shall deem appropriate, the commission shall
keep the public informed as to the opera-
tions of organized crime, problems of crim-
inal law enforcement in the State and other
activities of the commission.”

But section 11 does not require the S.C.I. to
make and publicize findings with respect to
the guilt of specific individuals and thus does
not invite the problem involved in Jenkins.
In other words, the S.C.I. can respect the de-
mands of due process without disobeying the
letter or the spirit of the statute. Nor does
the discretion given by section 12 to hold
public hearings in any way mandate an in-
fraction of any constitutional right. Under
the statute the S.C.I. may, and under the
Constitution it must, work within basic
limits.

We add that nothing occurred in the pres-
ent matter which suggests the S.C.I. intends
to transgress those limits. The 8.C.I. met the
provisions of the Code of Fair Procedure (L.
1968, c¢. 376, N.J.S.4. 52:13E-1 to 10. A copy
of that statute was served upon each appel-
lant with the subpoena, and the subpoena
contained a sufficient statement of the sub-
Ject of the investigation.? N.J.S5.4. 52:13E-2.
The right to have counsel present and to
receive his advice, N.J.S5.4. 52:13E-3, was re-
spected. The hearing was private, There has
been no trace of a purpose to deny due
process.

In sum, then, we have a typical commis-
sion created to discover and to publicize the
state of affairs in a criminal area, to the
end that helpful legislation may be pro-
posed and recelve needed public support.
That the commission may also aid law en-
forcement by gathering evidence of crime
and transmitting it to the appropriate agency
for evaluation or prosecution does not mili-
tate against the power of the Legislature to
seek the facts for its own purposes through
such a commission. We do not suggest that a
commission whose role was solely to aid the
executive branch by ferreting out evidence of
guilt for transmittal to the executive of-
ficers would be barred by the Federal Con-
stitution. No provision of that instrument
stands in the way. Nor do we understand ap-
pellants to say there is. The federal attack
under the present point is based on the due
process clause, and the result does not turn
upon whether the agency is characterized
as "“legislative” or “executive” or both. Rather
the question is whether the agency, what-
ever its classic nature in the context of
separation of powers, has an accusatory role,
and if so, whether individual rights perti-
nent to an accusatory function have been
denied. As to this, the answer is that the
role of the 8.C.I. is not accusatory and the
rights accorded the individuals concerned
are appropriate and adequate in the light
of the agency’s mission and powers.

We add that the United States District
Court for the District of New Jersey rejected
the same attack In Sinatra v. New Jersey
State Commission of Investigation, decided
January 9, 1970.

Appellants contend the statute violates
Article III, 1 1, which reads:

271t read:

“Whether the laws of New Jersey are being
faithfully executed and effectively enforced
in the City of Long Branch, New Jersey, with
particular reference to organized crime and
racketeering; whether public officers and
public employees in the City of Long Branch
and in Monmouth County where it is lo-
cated, have been properly discharging their
duties with particular reference to law en-
forcement and relations to criminal ele-
ments; and whether and to what extent
criminal elements have infiltrated the po-
litical, economic and business life of those
areas."”
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“The powers of the government shall be
divided among three distinct branches, the
legislative, executive, and judicial. No person
or persons belonging to or constituting one
branch shall exercise any of the powers prop-
erly belonging to either of the others, except
as expressly provided in this Constitution.”

The gist of the complaint seems to be that
the statute’s divi:ion of the power of ap-
pointment between the legislative and execu-
tive branches offends the provisions of the
State Constitution dealing with appoint-
ments to office.

Appellants say that if the S.C.I. is a legis-
lative agency, the statute must fall because
the power of appointment of two of the com-
missioners is allocated to the Governor. The
power to appoint, as such, is not the special
power of any one branch. Ross v. Board of
Chosen Freeholders of the County of Essez,
69 N.J.L. 291, 294-206 (E. & A. 1903). The
question then is whether there is something
in the facts of this case which nonetheless
requires the appointments to be made by
the Legislature itself. We see no fundamental
incongruity within the broad prineiple of
Article IIT, 1 1, quoted above, in permitting
the Governor to appoint to a legislative
agency. The Governor is a party to the leg-
islative process. He is required to address the
Legislature upon ‘“the condition of the
State” and to “recommend such measures as
he may deem desirable.” Art. V. § I, § 12. All
bills must be presented to him for his ap-
proval or disapproval. Art. V, § I, 1 14, Hence
it cannot offend the policy of Art. III, ¢ 1, to
authorize the Governor to appoint to a
“legislative commission.

Nor does any constitutional provision deal-
ing with the specific subject of appointments
forbid that course. On the contrary, the
stated re:triction with respect to appoint-
ments is upon the legislative branch alone.
Art. IV, § V, 1 5, provides that “Neither the
Legislature nor either house thereof shall
elect or appoint any executive, administra-
tive or judicial officer except the State Audi-
tor.” See Richman v, Neuberger, 22 N.J. 28
(1956); Richman v. Ligham, 22 N.J. 40
(1956). Hence, if the S.CI is a legislative
commission within the meaning of our State
Constitution, no difficulty resides in the cir-
cumstance that the Governor shares the ap-
pointing power.

The alternative argument is that the S.C.I.
must be deemed to be an executive agency
and therefore the Legislature may not ap-
point because of the affirmative restriction
upon a legislative appointment of any exec-
utive or administrative officer contained in
Art. IV, § V, 15, referred to above. In con-
tending the S.C.I. is “executive” appellants
stress the authority given the S.C.L by the
statutory provisions quoted in Point I to
investigate at the request and in aid of the
Governor or officers within his branch of
government,

The power to investigate re es in all
three branches. Eggers v.gHenﬂy??g N.J. 13‘?.
114-115 (1954). And, absent a threat to the
essential integrity of the executive branch,
see David v. Vesta Co., 45 N.J. 301, 326 (1965),
the Legislature may investigate official per-
formance within the executive branch, for
it is the responsibility of the Legislature to
legislate with respect to executive offices and
their powers and duties. This being an ap-
propriate area for legislative inquiry, it is of
no significance that Art. V, § IV, 1 5, also em-
powers the Governor to investigate official
performance within his department.

A separation-of-powers issue would arise
only if the Legislature authorized the S.C.I.
to go beyond investigation and to take action
which invades an area committed exclusive-
ly to another branch. So, for example, if the
S.CI. were empowered to indict or to ad-
Judicate charges of violation of our criminal
laws, there would be an encroachment upon
the judicial branch, David v. Vesta Co., supra,
45 N.J. at 326-327, and if the S.C.I. were au-
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thorized itself to prosecute criminal charges,
the executive power would be involved. But
the S.C.I. does none of this. Its investigations
will at most yleld material which may also be
of interest to executive officials and be re-
ferred to them for handling. This being so,
the S.C.1. is not vested with authority pecu-
liarly executive in the sense of the separa-
tion-of-powers doctrine. Hence 1t cannot be
sald that the S.CI. is an executive agency
within the meaning of the provision barring
legislative appolntments of executive or ad-
ministrative officers.

Nor does the statute offend Art. IV, § V, 12,
which reads:

“The Legislature may appoint any commis-
sion, committee or other body whose main
purpose is to aid or assist it in performing its
functions. * * *”

This provision appears to focus upon the
power of appointment, and authorizes the
Legislature to exercise that power if the
“main purpose” s to aid or assist that branch
of government and inferentially to deny that
power if the “main purpose” is to ald or
assist another branch.

We must assume the Legislature intended
to abide by the Constitution and that the
“main purpose” was to aid the legislative
branch. That the S.C.I is directed to inves-
tigate at the request of the Governor or agen-
cies within his department does not point
the other way. Notwithstanding the execu-
tive aid which may ensue, the legislative in-
terest persists, for the legislative power
touches all things, subject enly to restraints
the Constitution imposes. It being within the
power of the Legislature to appoint to a com-
mission to inquire into performance in pub=-
lic office, to trace the tentacles of crime In
the public and the private sectors, and to
inform the Legislature and the public to the
end that the sufficlency of existing legislation
or the need for remedial measures may be
known, the legislative purpose remains domi-
nant notwithstanding that the product of
Investigations will be avallable to the execu-
tive branch. The separation-of-powers doc-
trine contemplates that the several branches
will cooperate to the end that government
will succeed in its mission. It is consistent
with the legislative responsibility to provide
that & leglslative agency shall investigate an
area of legitimate legislative interest upon
an executive request or shall alert law en-
forcement agencies, state and federal, with
respect to criminal events it uncovers. Hence
the assistance to the executlve branch, state
and federal, does not dispute the premise
that the “main purpose” of the S.C.I. is legis-
lative.

m

Appellants contend the immunity provi-
sion of the statute violates the Fifth Amend-
ment guarantee that no person “shall be
compelled in any criminal case to be a wit-
ness against himself."”

N.J.S.A. 52: 9M-17(b) provides that a per-
son complying with the S.Cl.’s order to
answer “shall be immune from having such
responsive answer given by him or such re-
sponsive evidence produced by him, or evi-
dence derived therefrom used to expose him
to criminal prosecution or penalty or to a
forfeiture of his estate.” Several objections
are raised to the constitutional sufficiency
of this immunity.

The first is that the statute does not grant
a “transactional” immunity, i.e., from prose-
cution for the offense to which the com-
pelled testimony relates, but rather grants
only a “testimonial” immunity, i.e., protec-
tion agalnst the use of the compelled testi-
mony and the fruits thereof leaving the wit-
ness subject to trial upon the basis of other
evidence the State acquires independently
of that testimony. We belleve the statute
need go no further.

Appellants rely upon Counselman v. Hitch-
cock, 142 U.S, 547, 35 L. ed. 1110 (1892).
There the statute protected the witness from
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the use of the evidence obtalned from him
but did not forbid the use of other evidence
to which the witness’s testimony might lead.
The Court made it plain that the Fifth
Amendment would not be satisfied unless
the witness were also shielded from the evi-
dence the prosecution uncovered by reason
of the leads obtained from the witness, but
in its final statement the Court spoke in
terms which could be found to be more de-
manding. It sald (142 U.S. at 585-588, 35
L. ed. at 1122) :

“*We are clearly of opinion that no statute
which leaves the party or witness subject to
prosecution after he answers the criminating
questions put to him, can have the effect of
supplanting the privilege conferred by the
Constitution of the United States. Section
860 of the Revised Statutes does not supply
a complete protection from all the perils
against which the constitutional prohibition
was designed to guard, and is not a full sub-
stitute for that prohibition. In view of the
constitutional provision, a statutory enact-
ment, to be valid, must afford absoclute im-
munity against future prosecution for the
offense to which the question relates. In
this respect, we give our assent rather to the
doctrine of Emery’s Case, in Massachusetts,
than to that of People v. Kelly, in New York:
and we consider that the ruling of this court
In Boyd v. United States, 116 U.S. 616, sup-
ports the view we take. Section 860, more-
over, affords no protection against that use
of compelled testimony which consists in
gaining therefrom a knowledge of the de-
tails of a crime, and of sources of informa-
tion which may supply other means of con-
victing the witness or party.”

The last sentence in this quotation ob-
serves that the statute did not protect
against the use of the fruit of the compelled
testimony, and thus states a narrower basis
for decision than the opening proposition
that a statute will not suffice unless it grants
an absolute immunity from prosecution.

The application of the self-incrimination
clause to a defendant in a criminal proceed-
ing Is evident and simple, but the Consti-
tution is read to protect as well a witness
In every proceeding, and here difficulties
arise, When the private interests of a witness
are served by his silence, it is at the expense
of litigants who need his testimony or at
the expense of the State if the witness
thereby withholds what the public needs to
know in a judicial or legislative Inquiry.
Discordant values are involved, and the task
is to reconcile their demands.

Omne approach could be to require the wit-
ness to answer and then to shield him from
the use of the testimony thus compelled. We
did that in a setting in which the good faith
of the asserted fear of Incrimination could
not be tested. State v. Cola, 33 N.J. 335 (1960).
In general, however, the courts chose to per-
mit the witness to refuse to answer, but
since, if that right were absolute, the State
could be denied evidence it needed for public
prosecutions or investigations, the compet-
ing values were adjusted by requiring the
witness to testify if the State conferred an
immunity which would leave him no worse
off than if his claim to silence had been
allowed. On the face of things, an immunity
against prosecution would exceed what the
Fifth Amendment protects, for the Fifth
Amendment protects the witness only with
respect to what the witness himself can
furnish and not from evidence from other
sources.

At the time Counselman was decided, the
Immunity question concerned only the juris-
diction which sought to compel testimony.
Counselman dealt with a federal statute and
with the restraint the Fifth Amendment im-
posed upon the federal government. Since
then the Fifth Amendment has been found
to apply to the States as well, and in addi-
tion the view has taken hold that evidence
the federal government or a State obtains by
forbidden compulsion may not be used by
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either jurisdiction. In that setting, the scope
of the required immunity assumes new sig-
nificance. If the immunity must protect
against prosecution with respect to any of-
fense, both state and federal, to which the
testimony relates, the States would be un-
able to compel testimony no matter how ur-
gent the public need since they couid not
immunize a witness from federal prosecu-
tion. And although the Congress can, in
furtherance of federal investigations, bar
state prosecutions, still, the State's responsi-
bility and interest in criminal matters being
usually more pervasive and demanding, it
might be too high a price to pay. See Knapp
V. Schweitzer, 857 U.S. 371, 378-379, 2 L. ed.
2d 1393, 1400 (1958). In this new setting,
the more acceptable solvent is to protect
the witness against the use of his compelled
testimony by both jurisdictions but with
each remaining free to prosecute on the basis
of evidence independently obtained.

The problem was accordingly resolved in
those terms in Murphy v. Waterjront Com-
mission of New York Harbor, 378 U.S. 52, 12
L. ed. 2d 678 (1964). The case involved a
New Jersey statute which granted immunity
from state prosecution but of course did
not purport to protect the witness with re-
spect to federal offenses. On the basis of the
prior decisions of the United States Su-
preme Court, we held the statute was valid
even though the witness remained subject
to federal prosecution. In re Application of
Waterfront Commission of N, Y. Harbor, 39
N.J. 436 (1963). The United States Supreme
Court agreed that the statute should be up-
held, but upon the ground that the witness
would indeed be protected in a federal pro-
secution by virtue of the Fifth Amendment
itself. This conclusion had to reject the
thesis that the Fifth Amendment required
an immunity from prosecution rather than
an immunity from the use of the coerced
testimony. Indeed, Murphy read Counselman
v. Hitchecock to have denounced the statute

there involved, not because it failed to pro-
vide for immunity against prosecution, but
because it did not protect the witness from
the use of the fruit of the compelled testi-
mony (387 U.S. at 78-79, 12 L. ed. 2d at 694—
695) . Murphy concluded in these words (378
U.8. at 79, 12 L. ed. 2d at 695).

we hold the constitutional rule
to be that a state witness may not be com-
pelled to give testimony which may be in-
criminating under federal law unless the
compelled testimony and its fruits cannot
be used in any manner by federal officials in
connection with a criminal prosecution
against him. We conclude, moreover, that in
order to implement this constitutional rule
and accommodate the interests of the State
and Federal Governments in investigating
and prosecuting erime, the Federal Govern-
ment must be prohibited from making any
such use of compelled testimony and its
fruits. This exclusionary rule, while permit-
ting the States to secure Information neces-
sary for effective law enforcement, leaves
the witness and the Federal Government in
substantially the same position as if the
witness had claimed his privilege in the ab-
sence of a state grant of immunity.”

That Murphy rejected the views that the
Fifth Amendment require a grant of immu-
nity from prosecution was emphasized in the
concurring opinion of Mr. Justice White (378
U.S. at 93, 12 L ed 2d at 703).

In Albertson v. Subversive Activties Con-
trol Board, 382 U.8. 70, 15 L. ed. 2d 165 (1965),
the Court, in summarizing Counselman v.
Hitchcock, did Include a reference in Coun-
selman to “absolute immunity against future
prosecution for the offence to which the
question relates” but this issue was not in
focus, and the opinion did not stop there,
but rather pointed out that the Immunity
statute before it did not protect against the
use of the compelled statement as evidence
in all situations nor against the use of the
leads it furnished (382 U.S. at 80, 15 L. ed. 2d
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at 172). The question whether an immunity
against compelled testimony and its frults is
enough was left open in Stevens v. Marks,
383 U.B. 234, 244, 15 L. ed. 2d 724, 732 (1966).
But in Gardner v. Broderick, 392 U.S. 273,
20 L. ed. 2d 1082 (1968), the Court sald that
“Answers may be compelled regardless of the
privilege if there is immunity from federal
and state use of the compelled testlmony or
its fruit in connection with a criminal pros-
ecution against the person testifying,” citing
both Counselman and Murphy (392 U.S. at
276, 20 L. ed. 2d at 1085). Thus the view of
Murphy was reasserted.

We are satisfied that the Fifth Amendment
does not require immunity from prosecution.
An immunity of that breadth exceeds the
protection the Fifth Amendment accords.
More importantly, to find that demand in
the Fifth Amendment would in practical
terms deny state government access to facts
it must have to meet its duty to secure the
well-being of all the citizens. We heretofore
deemed the Constitution to require immu-
nity against use of testimony rather than
immunity from prosecution, see State V.
Spindel, 24 N.J, 395, 404-405 (1957), and re-
cently our Legislature, in adopting the Model
State Witness Immunity Act, substituted an
immunity from use for an immunity from
prosecution. See In re Addonizio, 53 N.J. 107,
114-115 (1968).

There is a difference in that Murphy dealt
with a federal-state setting whereas we are
here dealing with the claim that our statute
does not protect a witness from prosecution
under our state law. But the question in both
is the same, i.e., what immunity the Fifth
Amendment requires in exchange for com-
pulsion to answer. The values involved are
the same. We see no sensible basis for a dif-
ferent answer. Gardner v. Broderick treated
the issue as one and the same, citing both
Counselman and Murphy. Murphy held and
Gardner repeated that the Fifth Amendment
requires protection only from the use of the
compelled testimony and the leads it fur-
nishes, and that protection our statute
expressly provides. See United States v. Mc-
Closky, 273 F. Supp. 604 (SD. N.Y. 1967);
Application of Longo, 280 F. Supp. 185 (S5.D.
N.Y. 1967).

The remaining guestion concerning self-
incrimination may be disposed of quickly. It
is contended the statutory immunity is in-
adequate because it does not protect a wit-
ness with respect to a prosecution in a sister
State or in a foreign land. As to a sister State,
it seems clear that if the Fifth Amendment
requires protection agalnst the use of the
testimony by a sister State, the Amendment
itself will provide that protection. Murphy
can mean no less. United States v. McClosky,
supra, 273 F, Supp. at 606; Application of
Longo, supra, 280 F. Supp. 186; cf. In re
Flanagan, 350 F. 2d 746, T47 (D.C. Cir. 1965).
As to a foreign land, even if Murphy means
that liability under foreign law is now rele-
vant, the danger in the case before us is too
imaginary and unsubstantial to sustain
a refusal to answer. See Murphy, 378 U.S. at
67-68, 12 L. ed. 2d at 688,

Nor do we see substance to the complaint
that our statute protects the witness only
with respect to "responsive” answers or evi-
dence. The limitation is intended to prevent
a witness from seeking undue protection by
volunteering what the State already knows
or will likely come upon without the wit-
ness’s ald. The purpose is not to trap. Fairly
construed, the statute protects the witness
against answers and evidence he in good faith
believed were demanded.

jod

The orders under review provide that ap-
pellants shall be Incarcerated until they
answer the gquestions they refused to answer.
Appellants contend the statute authorizes
only a penal prosecution for contempt of the
Commission, for which a fixed sentence must
be imposed.
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With reference to “contempt” of court, we
tried to distingulsh sharply between (1) the
public offense, i.e., “contempt,” for which the
court may punish the offender and (2) the
injured litigant's right to apply for relief to
satisfy his private claim arising out of the
same offending act or omisssion. New Jersey
Department of Health v. Roselle, 34 N.J. 331
(1961); In re Application of Waterfront
Comm. of N.Y. Harbor, supra, 39 N.J. at 466;
In re Carton, 48 N.J. 9, 19-24 (1966); In re-
Buehrer, 50 N.J. 501 515-516 (1957). The pro-
cedure and rights of the person concerned
depend very much upon the purpose of the
proceeding, and hence our rule of court pre-
seribes the processes carefully to the end that
he may know at once whether he is to reet
a penal charge or the civil ¢claim of a litigant,
and may be afforded the rights appropriate
to the proceeding. R. 1:10-1 to 6.

It would be helpful if legislative draftsmen
abided by our semantics, but we cannot in-
sist that they shall. Our responsibility re-
mains to find and enforce the legislative
intent.

N.J.S.A. 52:9M-1T7Tb provides that a per-
son given immunity “may nevertheless be
prosecuted for any perjury committed in such
answer or in producing such evidence, or
for contempt for failing to give an answer or
produce evidence in accordance with the
order of the commission. * * *" Appel-
lants Insist this language contemplates a
penal prosecution and nothing else. But the
sense of the situation goes strongly against
that limitation, for the mission of the S.C.L
is to obtain facts for the Legislature and the
mere punishment of a recalcitrant witness
would not achieve that end.

We can think of no reason why the Leg-
islature would want to permit a witness to
block the inquiry if he is willing to accept
a penalty. Mindful, as we are, that the ex-
pression “prosecution for contempt” has
been used widely to describe a proceeding
arising out of contumacy, whether the ob-
ject of the proceeding is to compel compli-
ance or to punish for noncompliance or both,
we must seek the legislative design in that
light, notwithstanding that the terms em-
ployed are not the ones we prefer. Here we
have no doubt that the Legislature intended
the S.CI. to obtain the facts, whatever the
wish of the person subpoenaed. The very
provision for a grant of immunity repels the
notion that a witness may choose to be silent
for a price.

Nor is it critical whether the statutory
language fits snugly within our rule of
court relating to judicial proceedings in aid
of subpoenas of a public officer of agency.
R. 1:9-6. Subsection (a) deals with ez parte
applications for compliance, subsection (b)
with applications for compliance made on
notice, and (c) with applications to “punish”
where a statute authorizes that course. These
provisions were intended to reflect statutory
provisions of which the draftsmen of the rule
were aware. Needless to say, the rule does
not mean that the judiciary will withhold
its hand unless the statute falls within the
language of the rule. R, 1:1-2 provides that
“in the absence of rule, the court may pro-
ceed in any manner compatible” with the
purpose “to secure a just determination,
simplicity in procedure, fairness in admin-
istration and the elimination of unjustifiable
expense and delay.” Here appellants were
plainly informed that the objective of the
proceedings was to have them jailed until
they complied with the order of the S.C.I
There can be and there is no complaint on
that score.

We should add some further observations.
The sectlon of the statute here involved
deals with defiance of the order of the SCI,
itself rather than with the defiance of an
order obtained by the agency from a court.
We see no difficulty in the circumstance
that the statue does not call for an inter-
mediate order by a court to be followed by
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enforcement of the court’s mandate, but we
point out that the absence of such an inter-
mediate step does not deny a witness the
opportunity to have the court pass upon the
valldity of the agency’'s order to answer.
There was no misunderstanding here in that
regard. Appellants were heard fully upon
the propriety of the questions. They do chal-
lenge the validity of certain questions but
there is no charge that the hearing before
the trial court upon those objections was in-
adequate.
V.

The remaining issues warrant little more
than mention.

Zicarelli and Occhipinti charge that the
questions put to them offended their free-
dom of association guaranteed by the First
Amendment. Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 354
U.S. 234, 1 L. ed. 2d 1311 (1957), which they
cite, dealt with a legislative inquiry into po-
litical associations. Here the questions relate
to an allegedly massive criminal organiza-
tion, and to the witness's associations in
that context. The subject matter is incon-
testably criminal and the interest of the
State 1s manifest. We see no afiront to the
values protected by the First Amendment.

Appellants complain that the gquestions
“sought to probe into the most secret re-
cesses of the witness' minds and to expose
these private thoughts to public view,” and
this they say Is barred by the Fourth Amend-
ment, alone, or in conjunction with the
First and Fifth Amendments. Granted the
right of the Legislature to inquire, the per-
tinency of the questions and the sufficiency
of the immunity with respect to self-in-
crimination, all of which must be accepted
for the immediate purpose, the proposition
advanced, simply stated, is that the Con-
stitution prohibits a subpoena to a mere
witness, It is plainly frivolous.

Appellants’ reliance upon the Sixth
Amendment appears to raise no issue beyond
the due process question discussed in “I"
above.

Thelr further claim that if the statute is
valid, it nonetheless has been so applied or
implemented as to violate the Constitution
has no basis.

The trial court properly refused to permit
an examination of the Executive Director of
the S.C.I. as to whether the agency already
had the information it sought from appel-
lants or whether the S.C.I. was following
a path revealed by illegal wire-taps or bug-
ging. As to the first, it would be an unwar-
ranted interference with the legislative
branch thus to superintend its exercise of
its constitutional authority to investigate.
It is difficult to conceive of a showing which
would justify that course. Surely nothing
before us suggests a serious issue in that
regard,

With respect to the effort to learn whether
evidence illegally obtained prompted the leg-
islative investigation or the questions put
to appellants, they cite no authority for the
extraordinary proposition that such illegality
will taint the legislative process. The sup-
pression of the truth because it was dis-~
covered by a vlolation of a constitutional
guarantee is a judge-made sanction to deter
Insolence in office. It is invoked in penal
proceedings, and then only at the behest of
a defendant whose right was violated. Farley
v. $168,400.97, 556 N.J. 31, 47 (1969). Even
there, the wisdom of a suppression of the
truth is not universally acknowledged. Farley,
supra, 556 N.J. at 50. Appellants ask us to go
further, and to suppress the truth on behalf
of & mere witness, to the end that he may
choose to be sllent. Still more, appellants ask
that we visit the sanction upon the legisla-
tive process, even though that process cannot
result in a judgment against them. Pressed
relentlessly and without regard to all other
values, the sanction thesis could indeed deny
the Legislature access to facts, and even taint
a statute adopted in response to facts illegally
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revealed, but we think such an extension
would be absurd.

Finally, Russo asserts the questions put to
him are improper because they allegedly
enter an area in which he has been convicted
of perjury. The conviction, as described in
his brief, was for perjury in denying to a
grand jury that he had saild to a policeman
that he, Russo, had the Mayor and some
councilmen of the City of Long Branch “in
his pocket.” We do not see a problem. His
testimony before the S.CI. could not be
used in a retrial of that perjury charge. Nor
do the questions here involved include the
one which led to the conviction, so as to
raise the prospect that if Russo repeats his
former testimony he will be indicted on a
fresh charge of perjury. We need not an-
ticipate issues such an indictment might
raise. =

The orders are reaffirmed.

COLONEL CASEY CITED AS
CHAPLAIN OF YEAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. FLoop) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, Msgr.
George T. Casey, a colonel in the Army
Corps of Chaplains and a former Scran-
ton diocesan parish priest, was honored
as Chaplain of the Year 1970 by the
Reserve Officers Association at its mid-
winter conference February 27 in Wash-
ington.

Colonel Casey is a native of Pittston
and a brother of the Reverend John W.
Casey, pastor of Nativity of the Blessed
Virgin Church, Tunkhannock, where
Colonel Casey once served as assistant
pastor.

He is now stationed at Fort George G.
Meade, Md., where he is President of the
U.S. Army Chaplain Board. His Army
career dates back to World War II dur-
ing which he served 18 months in the
Pacific as a chaplain of the 25th Infantry
Division.

He is a son of Mary O'Boyle Casey of
New Jersey, formerly of 32 Norman
Street, Pittston, and the late John Casey.

He was graduated from St. John's
High School, Pittston; St. Thomas Col-
lege, now the University of Scranton;
and St. Mary’s Seminary, Baltimore, Md.
He was ordained May 22, 1937, in St.
Peter’s Cathedral by the late Bishop
Bernard J. Mahoney of Sioux Falls,
S. Dak.

After serving as assistant pastor at
Nativity Parish, Tunkhannock; St.
Ann's, Freeland, and St. Mary's Avoca,
he entered the Army as a chaplain in
1945,

He returned to diocesan duty in 1947
and served as assistant pastor at St.
Philomena’s—now Blessed Virgin Mary
Queen of Peace—Parish, Hawley, and
Nativity of Our Lord, Seranton, Pa.

He was recalled to service December
20, 1950, and spent 13 months with com-
bat troops in Korea. Subsequently he was
chaplain of Joint Task Force T during
the atomic and hydrogen bomb tests at
Eniwetok.

After receiving a master's degree in
business administration at Syracuse Uni-
versity, Colonel Casey was named chief
of plans and operations of the Army
Chaplain Division in Europe and later,
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director and comptroller of the Army
Chaplain School at Fort Hamilton, N.¥.
Subsequently he served as director of
plans, programs, and policies of the Corps
of Chaplains in the Office Chief of Chap-
lains.
Colonel Casey was named president of
the Army Chaplain Board in May 1969.
In 1961, during his European tour, he
was appointed by the late Francis Car-
dinal Spellman an assistant military
vicar with the authority of a vicar gen-
eral in the Military Diocese of Europe.
In December 1962 the late Pope John
XXITI elevated him to domestic prelate
with the title of monsignor.

HIRING OF CENSUS PERSONNEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore., Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Mississippi (Mr. GRIFFIN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I am com-
pelled to call the attention of the House
to the rather questionable method of hir-
ing personnel in connection with the 1970
census. Persons desiring employment
with the Bureau of Census must sign a
statement that in future campaigns they
will actively work for the GOP. At the
conclusion of my remarks, I will place in
the Recorp the Republcan Party applica-
tion form that is essential to taking the
examination.

Mr. Speaker, you will note that the per-
sonal statement under question VII is
required as follows:

In future campaigns you can count on me

as: (List three most appropriate items from
question IV.)

The appropriate items in question IV
are: precinct worker, party official, candi-
date, headquarters worker, telephoner,
speaker, office manager, money raiser,
election day worker, contributor, precinet

chairman,
describe,

Reaquiring census applicants to pledge
future partisan political services is no
different, in my opinion, than requir-
ing a monetary kickback. It is no dif-
ferent from the actual selling of jobs,
since a payment of services is a prereg-
uisite to obtaining employment,

I queried the Bureau of the Census and
was astonished to learn that the Direc-
tor fully approved of the procedures
being used in the employment of person-
nel. Even though these procedures are
not illegal, I am firmly convinced that
they are immoral and unethical.

Although newspaper articles stated
that announcements of the examinations
for census takers would appear in news-
papers, no announcements appeared. Ap-
parently, the examinations were held at
a time and place known only to appli-
cants recommended by the Republican
Party. The general public, therefore, was
excluded.

The taking of the census should not be
a partisan matter. All qualified citizens
should be given an opportuaity, on a
competitive basis, to obtain employment.

As a part of my remarks, I also include
a copy of a letter and a telegram I sent
to Mr. George H. Brown, Director of the
Bureau of the Census, and his reply.

The material referred to follows:

typist, poll watcher, other:
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|Headquarters copy]
LEADERSHIP INVENTORY

Phone: Residence

Occupation
Birth date

If so, how long?

IIT. What party position (if any) do you
PESSOREIV NOMAY v e e

IV. What work have you done for the GOP
INHETO DANNE L e

Precinet Worker

Party Official ____;

Candidate !

Headquarters worker ____;

Telephoner —___;

Speaker :

Officer Manager --__;

Money Raiser H

Election Day Worker

Contributor —.__;

Precinet Chalrman

Typist ....;

Poll Watcher 3

Other: (Describe)

V. How many hours a week do you esti-
mate you can devote to the Republican party
when called upon:

During campaigns

Year round

VI. Names of two friends you recommend
as new Republican workers:

VII, Personal Statement: In future cam-
palgns you can count on me as (List three
m?st: appropriate items from question IV.)

1)

Note—It is essential that every question
be answered completely.
Recommended for:

By: County Contact
Date

Date
Appointed as
Comments:

WasHineToN, D.C.,
February 25, 1870.
Hon. Georce Hay Brown,
Director, Bureau of the Census, Department
of Commerce, Suitland, Md.

Dear Mr. BRown: Attached is a newspaper
article which was rather intriguing to me.

You will note that the County chairman
of the Republican Party is the “primary re-
ferral source for all Census positions in
Clalborne County”. Obviously, this has been
interpreted that only Republicans will be
hired as Census workers during the take of
the 1970 Census.

After rereading the Constitution of the
United States, I do not discern that the
taking of the Census is a partisan matter.
On the contrary, I would think that the
elucidation of information on the 1970 Cen-
sus should be a bipartisan effort.

You may have noticed an article in the
Evening Star of February 23, 1970, written
by Paul Hope. The tenor of that article was
that Republican County Chairmen through-
out the Country will screen applicants for
employment and make sure that those ap-
proved are Republicans who have had to
“sign in blood”.

Please inform me, over your signature, of
the following:
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1. Is membership in the Republican Party
a prerequisite to employment by the Census
Bureau?

2. Which is more important, the gathering
of information on a partisan basis, or the
gathering of useful information on a non-
partisan basis?

3. Will Democrats and Independents be
prohibited from employment opportunities
because of their political affiliations?

4. Do you personally believe that Federal
employment to satisfy a Constitutional re-
quirement should be screened by a political
party official?

5. Do you believe that only Republicans are
capable of carrying out the Constitutional
requirement of taking a Census?

6. Is there any appeal from the discrimi-
natory action of a Republican County Chair-
man which does not refer to your office an
applicant solely based on the fact that he or
she is not a Republican?

7. Why do you think a screening process
by the Republican County Chairman is nec-
essary to fulfill the Constitutional require-
ment that a decennial census be taken?

Your immediate response to the above
would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES H. GRIFFIN,
MarcH 2, 1970.
Hon. Georce Hay BrownN,
Director, Bureau of the Census, Department
of Commerce, Suitland, Md.

I am informed the Republican Party offi-
cials are initially screening applicants for
census positions, I am further informed that
only those providing a history of working for
the Republican Party and promising so to do
in the future will be allowed to take the
census examination. Is this being done with
your permission?

I respectfully request an immediate re-
sponse to my letter to you of February 25,
1970, on this subject.

Regards,
CHARLES H. GRIFFIN,
Member of Congress.
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS,
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1970.
Hon. CHARLES H. GRIFFIN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. GRIFFIN: In answer to your tele-
gram, you are correct that Republican Party
officials are called on to recommend candi-
dates for temporary positions in connection
with the 1970 Census.

As to your letter:

1. Membership in the Republican Party is
not a prerequisite to employment by the
Census Bureau. Applicants recommended by
Republican Party referral sources are given
initial preference, if they pass the census ex-
amination, but many thousands of persons
are hired who are not referred by the Repub-
lican Party.

2. Although, for 1970, a Republican Ad-
ministration will be responsible for conduct
of the census, it will by law perform this task
to the best of its abllity by methods devel-
oped without regard to partisanship.

3. Democrats and Independents will find
employment in the Census,

4. My answer to question 2 deals with this
item.

5. No. Democratic Administrations admin-
istered successful censuses in 1940 and 1950,
and most recently, the 1964 Census of Agri-
culture. Republican Administrations admin-
istered a successful census in 1960, and cen-
suses of agriculture for 1954 and 1959. The
guidelines for staffing the census are not
new for 1970.

6. Yes. The applicant may apply directly
to the Census District Manager for the area.

7. The referral system, which utilizes the
local structure of the Republican party in
1970, is an effective way of mobilizing the
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enormous manpower resources needed for a
few weeks to take the census. The vast bulk
of these jobs are paid $2.00 to $2.50 per hour
and involve intensive work. A service moti-
vation is essential, Calling on the political
structure of the Administration Party,
whether it be Republican or Democratic, has
been shown to evoke this service motivation
successfully.

The requirement for a written test for all
positions and the open application and ex-
amination process guarantee that the final
decision for employment rests with the Bu-
reau of the Census.

Persons interested in applying for census
positions in your Congressional District may
make direct application to the Census Dis-
trict Office in Jackson. The office is located
at 216 South Lamar Street and the District
Manager is Mr. Herbert H, Touchton.

While Mr. Touchton will be expected to
give preference in hiring to qualified candi-
dates supplied by the Republican organiza-
tion, he is responsible for fully staffing his
office whether or not the local sources pro-
duce a sufficient number of qualified candi-
dates.

We will be pleased to answer any further
questions you may have about this matter.

Sincerely,
GEORGE H. BROWN,
Director.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. GonzaLez (at the request of Mr.
PrevER of North Carolina), for 10 min-
utes, today; to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous material.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FOREMAN) ; to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extran-
eous matter to:

Mr. Porr, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Ryawn, for 30 minutes, on March
18; to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Ryan, for 45 minutes, on April
14; to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JoNeEs of Tennessee), to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter to:)

Mr. Froop, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GriFrFIN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HarrineTON, for 30 minutes, on
March 10.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. GonzaLez (at the request of Mr.
WRIGHT).

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Foreman) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. McDaADE.

Mr, BurroN of Utah in five instances.

Mr. HALPERN.

Mr. RoupeeusH in four instances.

Mr. Mize in three instances.

Mr. RoTH.

Mr. Wyman in three instances.

Mr, CRAMER.

Mr. ASHBROOK.

Mr. FOREMAN.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia.
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI in two instances.

Mr. Bow.

Mr. BurroN in two instances.

Mr, CARTER.

Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.

Mr, HogAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JoNes of Tennessee) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. O’NEenL of Massachusetts in six
instances.

Mr. Mow~acaN in two instances.

Mr. McFALL.

Mr, WoLFF in three instances.

Mr. PickKLE in two instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. REEs in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Prever of North Carolina)
and to include extraneous material:)

Mr. Ryan in two instances.

Mr. GonNzALEZ in two instances,

Mr. MIkvA in six instances.

Mrs. SuLLivan in two instances.

Mr. RopINO.

Mr. TunNNEY in two instances.

Mr, Anperson of California.

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A bill and concurrent resolution of
the Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table, and un-
der the rule, referred as follows:

S. 3339. An act to authorize the Public
Printer to fix the subscription price of the
daily Congressional Record; to the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

S. Con. Res, 55. Concurent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional copies
of Senate Report 91-617, entitled *Orga-
nized Crime Control Act of 1969", to the
Committee on House Administration,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

H.R. 13300. An act to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Railroad Re-
tirement Tax Act to provide for the exten-
sion of supplemental annuities, and for other
purposes;

HR. 14944. An act to authorize an ade-
quate force for the protection of the Execu-
tive Mansion and foreign embassies, and for
other purposes.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on March 5, 1970, pre-
sent to the President, for his approval,
a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 13008. An act to improve position
classification systems within the executive
branch, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PREYER of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o'clock and 14 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, March 10, 1970, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1740. A Letter from the Secretary of the
Air Force, transmitting a report of the facts
and the justification for the proposed clo-
sure of a military installation in the United
States, pursuant to section 613 of Public Law
89-568; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1741. A letter from the Director, Bureau
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, transmitting plans for works of im-
provement relating to structures which pro-
vide less than 4,000 acre-feet of total capac-
ity, pursuant to the provisions of section 5
of the Watershed Protectlion and Flood Pre-
vention Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1005); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

1742. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a report of the value
of property, supplies and commodities pro-
vided by the Berlin Magistrat for the first
two quarters of fiscal year 1970, pursuant to
the provisions of section 620, Public Law
91-171; to the Committee on Appropriations.

1743. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a report of the facts and
the justification for the proposed closure of
certain military installations in the United
States and one in Puerto Rlco, pursuant to
the nrovisions of section 613 of Public Law
B9-568; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1744, A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting a report of the facts and
Justification for the proposed closure of four
naval activities in the United States, pur-
suant to section 613, Public Law 89-568; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1745. A'letter from the Chalrman, Federal
Home Loan Bank Board, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize the ap-
propriation of funds to be utilized by the
Federal home loan banks for the purpose of
adjusting the effective rate of interest to
short-term and long-term borrowers on resi-
dential mortgages; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1746. A letter from the Chailrman, Federal
Home Loan Bank Board, transmitting draft
of proposed legislation which is designed to
establish a Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation as an important means of at-
tacking our housing shortage and attaining
the housing goals set forth in the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

1747. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the examination of financial state-
ments of the Virgin Island Corporation (in
final liquidation), for the fiscal year 1969,
Department of the Interior (H. Doc. No.
91-269); to the Committee on Government
Operations and ordered to be printed.

1748. A letter from the Acting Director,
Bureau of Mines, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a copy of a proposed grant
agreement with the University of Idaho for
a research project relating to improved ven-
tilation for noncoal mines and other under-
ground excavations, pursuant to Public Law
89-672; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

In 1749. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legisla-
tion to amend title 18, United States Code
to provide for the lssuance to certain per-
sons of judicial orders to appear for the pur-
pose of conducting nontestimonial identifi-
cation procedures, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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1750. A letter from the Attorney General
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Federal Youth Corrections Act,
18 U.S.C. 5006 et seq., to permit examiners
to conduct interviews with youth offenders;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 4145. A bill to provide
for disposition of estates of intestate mem-
bers of the Cherokee, Chickasaw, Choctaw,
and Seminole Nations of Oklahoma dying
without heirs, with amendments (Rept. No.
91-880). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 12858. A bill to provide
for the disposition of certain funds awarded
to the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska
by a judgment entered by the Court of Claims
against the United States (Rept. No. 91-
881). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs. HR. 12878. A bill to amend
the act of August 8, 1955, to authorize longer
term leases of Indian lands at the Yavapal-
Prescott Community Reservation in Arizona,
with amendments (Rept. No. 91-882). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 14856. A bill to amend
the act of August 31, 1954 (68 Stat. 1026),
providing for the construction, maintenance,
and operation of the Michaud Flats irriga-
tion  project, with amendments (Rept. No.
91-883). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. JOHNSON of California: Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 8. 743. An
act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to construct, operate, and maintain the Tou-
chet division, Walla Walla project, Oregon-
Washington, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. No. 91-884). Referred to
the Committee on the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. JOHNSON of California: Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs. S. 2062. An
act to provide for the differentiation between
private and public ownership of lands In the
administration of the acreage limitation pro-
visilons of Federal reclamation law, and for
other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No,
91-885). Referred to the Committee on the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BENNETT:

HR. 16343. A bill to make it a Federal
crime to possess a firearm or dangerous or
deadly weapon during the commission of cer-
tain crimes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr.
Fisuer, Mr. Hansen, of Idaho, Mr,
HosmEeR, Mr. McENEALLY, Mr.
O'NeEmLL of Massachusetts, Mr. ROE,
and Mr. TaFT) :

H.R. 16344. A bill to amend the act of
June 27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the
preservation of historical and archeoclogical
data; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr, BUTTON:

H.R. 16345. A bill to create a bureau within
the Department of Commerce responsible for
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the assessment of the environmental im-
pact, and the regulation, prior to the offering
for sale across State lines, or the export, and
Import, of any article, device or substance
which is patented; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 16346. A bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

H.R. 16347, A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act s0 as to extend its duration, provide for
national standards of ambient air guality,
expedite enforcement of air pollution control
standards, authorize regulation of fuels and
fuels additives, provide for improved con-
trols over motor vehicle emissions, establish
standards applicable to dangerous emissions
from stationary sources, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

H.R. 16348, A bill to authorize the Council
on Environmental Quality to conduct stud-
ies and make recommendations respecting the
reclamation and recycling of material from
solid wastes, to extend the provisions of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 16349. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, to
provide financial assistance for the construc-
tion of waste treatment facilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works.

H.R. 163560. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 16351. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 16352. A bill to establish an Environ-
mental Financing Authority to assist In the
financing of waste treatment facilities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works,

By Mr. McCULLOCH (for himself, Mr.
Porr, Mr. MACGREGOR, Mr. HUTCHIN-
soN, Mr. McCLoryY, Mr. MESKILL, Mr.
SAaNDMAN, Mr. Wiccins, Mr, DENNIS,
Mr. Fi1sH, and Mr. MAYNE):

H.R. 16353. A bill to amend the Federal
Youth Corrections Act, 18 U.8.C. 5005, et seq.,
to permit examiners to conduct interviews
with youth offenders; to the Committee on
Judiciary.

By McCULLOCH (for himself, Mr.
Porr, Mr. MacGREGOR, Mr. HUTCHIN=
soN, Mr. MeskrrL, Mr, Sanpman, Mr.
Wiceins, Mr. FisH, and Mr, MAYNE) :

H.R. 16354, A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide for the issuance to
certain persons of judicial orders to appear
for the purpose of conducting nontestimonial
idenfication procedure, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 163556. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to require the Secretary
of Transportation to issue regulations pro-
viding for a program for the disinsectization
of aireraft arriving in the United States; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. NELSEN:

H.R. 16356. A bill to amend section 303(b)
of the Interstate Commerce Act to permit
common carriers by water to transport cer-
tain commodities in bulk concurrently with
regulated commodities upon the filing of
tariffs for the transportation of such com-
modities in bulk; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PICKELE:

H.ER. 16357. A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended, in order to make
unlawful, as unreasonable and unjust dis-
crimination against and an undue burden
upon interstate commerce, certailn property
tax assessments of common and contract
carrier property, and for other purposes; to
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the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Mr. RIVERS:

H.R. 16358. A bill to amend section 808 of
title 10, United States Code, to clarify the
application of that section to prisoners and
members who are absent without leave from
the Armed Forces; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. AppABpo, Mr. ANDERSON
of Illinois, Mr, Biacer, Mr. BRraAsco,
Mr, Brown of California, Mr. Bur-
TON, Mr. CARTER, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mrs.
CuisHOLM, Mr, CONYERS, Mr, DANIELS
of New Jersey, Mr. DErwinskr, Mr,
Epwarps of California, Mr. FRIEDEL,
Mr, Furron of Pennsylvania, Mr,
Forron of Tennessee, Mr. GAYDOS,
Mr. Gusser, Mr, HANLEY, Mr. HAL-
PERN, Mr, HasTinGgs, Mr. HATHAWAY,
Mr. Hawrins, and Mr. HECHLER of
West Virginia) :

HR.16359. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the mak-
ing of grants to medical schools and hospi-
tals to assist them in establishing special de-
partments and programs in the field of fam-
ily practice, and otherwise to encourage and
promote the training of medical and para-
medical personnel in the fleld of family
medicine; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for
himself and Mr. HEeLSTOSKI, Mr.
Howarp, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. EUYKEN-
DALL, Mr. KyL, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
McEweEN, Mr. Mrgva, Mrs. MINK,
Mr. MoorHEAD, Mr. MurPHY of New
York, Mr. Nix, Mr. OLsEN, Mr. PEP-
PER, Mr. PopeLn, Mr. PoLrock, Mr.
REEs, Mr. RoYBaL, Mr. ST GERMAIN,
Mr. StaxTonN, Mr. TUNNEY, and Mr,
WHITEHURST) :

H.R.16360. A bill to amend the Publle
Health Service Act to provide for the making
of grants to medical schools and hospitals
to assist them in establishing special depart-
ments and programs in the fleld of family
practice, and otherwise to encourage and
promote the training of medical and para-
medical personnel in the field of family med-
icine; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH (for himself and
Mr. DEVINE) :

H.R. 16361. A bill to establish an educa-
tlonal assistance program for the children
of police officers who dled as a result of a
disability or disease incurred in line of duty;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R. 16362. A bill to authorize the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality to conduct
studies and make recommendations respect-
ing the reclamation and recycling of ma-
terial solid wastes, to extend the provisions
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of the Solild Waste Disposal Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WYDLER:

HR. 16363. A bill to establish a Depart-
ment of Environmental Affairs, to transfer
certain existing agencies and programs con-
cerned with environmental quality to such
department, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. ALBERT (for himself, Mr.
GeraLd R. Forp, Mr. Bocges, Mr.
Poace, Mr. Patmaw, Mr. STAGGERS,
Mr. ASPINALL, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. FaL-
LoN, Mr. Horrrrerp, Mr. MiLLEr of
California, Mr. GARMATZ, Mrs.
Dwyer, Mr. HosMER, Mr. Furton of
Pennsylvania, Mr., MAILLIARD, Mr.
BraTtnik, Mr, DiNGELL, Mr. REUSS,
Mr. Price of Illinois, and Mr.
PICKLE) :

H.J. Res. 1117. Joint resolution to establish
a Joint Committee on Environment and
Technology; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ALBERT (for himself, Mr, Ap-
DABBO, Mr. AnDERsON of California,
Mr. AwnpeErsoN of Tennessee, Mr.
ASHLEY, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BINGHAM,
Mr. BrADEMAS, Mr. Brasco, Mr.
BrownN of California, Mr. BurToN of
California, Mr. Casey, Mr, CHAPPELL,
Mr, Dappario, Mr. DaNIEL of Virginia,
Mr. DevLanEY, Mr. DONOHUE, Mr.
Durskr, Mr. Evins of Tennessee, Mr,
Fascerr, Mr. Frnowers, Mr. FoLEY,
Mr., Winriam D. Forp, Mr. FRASER,
and Mr. GIBBONS) :

H.J. Res. 1118. Joint resolution to estab-
lish a Joint Committee on Environment and
Technology; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ALBERT (for himself, Mr. GIt-
BERT, Mr. GrRAY, Mr. HANNA, Mr. HaR-
RINGTON, Mr. HatHAWAY, Mr. HEL-
sToCcKI, Mr. HowarD, Mr. HUNGATE,
Mr, Jacoss, Mr., Jouwnson of Cali-
fornia, Mr. KeE, Mr, EKocH, Mr,
Kyros, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. LENNON, Mr.
McFaLL, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
MeLcHER, Mrs. Minx, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mr. Moss, Mr. MorPHY of New York,
Mr. Nepzi, and Mr, MIKva):

H.J. Res. 1119. Joint resolution to estab-
lish a Joint Committee on Environment and
Technology; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ALBERT (for himself, Mr.
OBEY, Mr, O'Hara, Mr. OLSEN, Mr.
OTTINGER, Mr, PEPPER, Mr. PODELL,
Mr. RanpaLL, Mr. RoBeErTS, Mr. Ro-
piNo, Mr. Rocers of Florida, Mr
ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. Sr.
ONGE, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr, StoxEes, Mr.
STrATTON, Mrs. SBurLLivan, Mr, TIER-
NAN, Mr. ToNNEY, Mr, ULLMAN, Mr.
VanNix, Mr. ViGorrro, Mr. WALDIE, and
Mr. WRIGHT) :

H.J. Res. 1120. Joint resolution to estab-
lish a Joint Committee on Environment and
Technology; to the Committee on Rules.
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By Mr. ALBERT (for himself, Mr.
YATES, Mr. Apamr, Mr, Beain of
Maryland, Mr. BroyHILL of Vir-
ginia, Mr. Burron, Mr. Camp, Mr.
CLEVELAND, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr,
Duncan, Mr., HALPErRN, Mr, HoGAN,
Mr. Kyi, Mr. Latra, Mr. LUJAN,
Mr, MosHER, Mr. PELLY, Mr. STAN-
ToN, Mr. Wyarr, Mr. WYDLER, Mr.
HaNLEY, Mr. DanierLs of New Jersey,
Mr. MurpHY of Illinois, Mr. Dicas,
and Mr, HALEY) :

H.J. Res. 1121. Joint resolution to establish
a Joint Committee on Environment and
Technology; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH (for himself and
Mr. DEVINE) :

H.J. Res. 1122, Joint resolution providing
for the addition to the uniform of the U.B.
Capitol Police of a special insignia consti-
tuting an exact reproduction of the flag of
the United States of America, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. EROOMFIELD:

H. Con, Res. 532, Concurrent resolution re-
lating to an Atlantic Union Delegation; to
the Committee on Foreign Aflalrs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. GUDE introduced a bhill (H.R. 16364)
for the relief of Ruben Crisolo, which was re=
ferred to the Committee on the Judiclary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

321. By the SPEAEER: A memorial of the
Legislature of the State of California, relative
to the Emergency Detention Act of 1850; to
the Committee on Internal Securlty.

322. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island and
Providence Plantations, relative to increasing
income tax deductions for mentally retarded
and physically handicapped children; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

411, By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
common council of the city of Buffalo, N.¥.,
relative to Federal and State aid for Caze-
novia Creek flood rellef; to the Committee on
Public Works.

412, Also, petition of Henry Stoner, York,
Pa., relative to improving the tax system; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE—Monday, March 9,

The Senate met at 11:30 o'clock a.m.
and was called to order by Hon. JamEs B.
ALLEN, a Senator from the State of Ala-
bama.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our Father, we come to Thee
not by our merit but in our need. Enable
us to heed Thy written word, “He that
hath ears to hear, let him hear.” Instill
within us the high discipline of hearing
with understanding.

Help us to hear the words of others
instructing our judgments.

Help us to hear the voice of conscience
monitoring our souls.

Help us to hear the “still small voice”
of Thy transcendent wisdom.

And hearing may we know and do Thy
will.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read a communication to the
Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

1970

U.S. BENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1970.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon. James B. ALLEN, a Sen-
ator from the State of Alabama, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.

Ricearp B, RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD,. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
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